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ABSTRACT 
TESTING THE PROCEDURAL JUSTICE MODEL OF LEGAL SOCIALIZATION: 
EXPANDING BEYOND THE LEGAL WORLD 
By 
Rick Trinkner 
University ofNew Hampshire, May, 2012 
The procedural justice model of legal socialization predicts that perceptions of 
legitimacy and cynicism toward rules mediate the relation between procedural justice and 
engagement in rule-violating behavior. This dissertation used a multi-methodological 
approach to test this model in terms of three authority figures: parents, police, and 
teachers. In Study 1, cross-sectional methodology was used to test the model in a 
community sample of adolescents and young adults. Participants completed online 
surveys assessing the degree to which they perceived three authority figures as 
procedurally fair, the degree to which they perceived the authorities as legitimate, how 
cynical they were about the legal system and how many rule-violating behaviors they 
engaged in during the past six months. Results showed that across all three authority 
types, perceptions of legitimacy and legal cynicism mediated the relation between 
procedural justice and engagement in rule-violating behavior. 
In Studies 2 and 3 experimental methods were used to test the model in a sample 
of undergraduate college students (Study 2) and a community sample of adolescents and 
young adults (Study 3). Both studies employed similar methods. Participants read three 
scenarios describing an interaction between an individual and an authority figure. Within 
xii 
each scenario, voice and impartiality (components of procedural justice) were 
manipulated. After reading each scenario, participants completed measures assessing 
perceived legitimacy, rule cynicism, and the intent to violate a rule. Across both studies, 
voice and impartiality positively affected perceptions of legitimacy and negatively 
affected cynicism toward the rule. In turn, legitimacy was positively associated with the 
intent to violate a rule, while cynicism was negatively associated. The model operated 
differently as a function of authority type. In the parent and teacher scenarios, 
impartiality was a stronger predictor of legitimacy and cynicism than voice; however, in 
the police scenario, voice was a stronger predictor than impartiality. 
The findings presented here support the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization and expand previous work to non-legal authorities, such as parents and 
teachers. They highlight that the decision to engage in rule-violating behavior is not 
determined solely by individuals' interaction with the criminal justice system, but is 
dependent on how they interact with a wide range of authority figures. 
xiii 
INTRODUCTION 
Rule-violating behavior ranging from stealing to substance abuse to violence 
begins early in adolescence, increases during the late adolescent years, and then tends to 
decline rapidly during young adulthood (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990) with most crimes 
in the U.S. committed by adolescents (U.S. Department of Justice, 2008). Efforts to 
explain and ultimately control this behavior would benefit from research examining the 
legal socialization process. Legal socialization is the process by which individuals 
acquire their beliefs about rules and rule-violation, as well as the social institutions that 
create rules, by internalizing codified, normative rules within society (Cohn & White, 
1990; Finckenauer, 1995; Grant, 2006; Levine, 1979; Tapp, 1976; Levine & Tapp, 1977; 
Tapp & Kohlberg, 1977). 
Traditional models of legal socialization have emphasized internal attributes of 
individuals, focusing on the cognitive developmental factors of moral and legal reasoning 
(e.g., Cohn, Bucolo, Rebellon, & Van Gundy, 2010). Recently, a procedural justice 
model of legal socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero, 
Fagan, Mulvey, Steinberg, & Odgers, 2005) has emerged that focuses on procedural 
justice and how individuals interact with legal authorities, rather than emphasizing 
cognitive developmental factors. In brief, this procedural justice model of legal 
socialization proposes that legitimacy (trust and obligation to obey an authority) and legal 
cynicism (negative attitudes towards laws/rules) mediate the relation between procedural 
justice (fair treatment by an authority) and rule-violation. 
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However, there are still a number of gaps within the procedural justice model of 
legal socialization that must be addressed before it can be considered a viable alternative 
to traditional models. First, the new model has only been validated in the legal world 
(e.g., police officers and juvenile offenders), although adolescents develop their beliefs 
about rules and rule-violation from multiple sources such as police (e.g., Fagan & Tyler, 
2005), parents (e.g., Darling & Steinberg, 1993) and teachers (e.g., Smetana & Bitz, 
1996). Second, the model has only been validated with correlational methodology using 
surveys. A multi-method approach using both correlational and experimental 
methodology is needed so that the procedural justice model can be integrated with 
traditional models of legal socialization. Third, it is unclear how a single interaction with 
an authority figure influences procedural justice, legitimacy, and rule cynicism because 
legal scholars (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) have 
examined these variables using general measures not tied to a specific interaction. 
Fourth, the majority of the research validating the procedural justice model relies on a 
sample of adjudicated adolescents. 
The goals of this dissertation were to examine the procedural justice model of 
legal socialization by reviewing the research supporting its hypotheses and identifying 
gaps within that literature. I present findings from three studies that addressed these gaps 
and further validated the procedural justice model of legal socialization. Study 1 was a 
cross-sectional correlational study investigating whether the model could be applied to 
non-legal authorities. Study 2 and Study 3 were experiments that examined whether the 
procedural justice model of legal socialization functioned in the same manner across 




Conceptualizing Legal Socialization 
In general, socialization refers to the process of assimilating the norms, customs, 
and ideologies of a society or group (Clausen, 1968; Parke, 2004). In a broad sense, it 
applies to many aspects of an individual's life, everything from internalizing the values of 
one's parents in childhood to learning about the appropriate behaviors inherent in a 
particular job when entering the work force. Legal socialization refers to the process by 
which individuals internalize codified, normative rules within society (Cohn & White, 
1990; Finckenauer, 1995; Grant, 2006; Levine, 1979; Tapp, 1976; Levine & Tapp, 1977; 
Tapp & Kohlberg, 1977). Traditionally, legal socialization researchers have emphasized 
how individuals form their attitudes and beliefs about laws, legal authorities, and legal 
institutions and how this understanding influences individuals' decisions to violate or 
obey laws. However, this process occurs in areas outside of the legal world too, as 
normative rules are incorporated into any type of hierarchical social structure. For 
example, parents create family rules for their children, teachers have standards that 
students must follow at school, and employers establish rules of appropriate behavior for 
their employees. Nearly from the time children are born, they begin to learn about rules 
governing behavior, as well as the consequences of following or breaking those rules. 
Thus, individuals acquire their notions about laws, rules, rule violation, and rule 
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compliance from a number of "legal" sources (Levine & Tapp, 1977; Tapp, 1976; Tapp 
& Levine, 1974). 
Early in life, parents act as the primary socializing agent in this regard (Darling & 
Steinberg, 1993). As children grow up and enter the school system, they begin to expand 
their conception of rules and authorities in response to another socializing agent: 
Teachers (Wentzel, 2002). Adolescence is a particularly salient time of socialization as 
teenagers start to leave the relatively isolated family and school environments and begin 
interacting with other authorities within the broader social world (Steinberg & Morris, 
2001). In most cases, it is during this time that adolescents begin to come into direct 
contact with the formal legal system. Their response to this new social/legal institution is 
to some extent dependent on their previous interactions with other models and socializing 
agents (Torney, 1977). While legal socialization scholars have almost always focused 
exclusively on how individuals come to understand laws and criminal behavior (hence 
the name "legal" socialization), it is important to note that this process most likely starts 
long before individuals begin to interact with the formal legal system. When discussing 
legal socialization, it is essential to recognize that laws and the legal system are only a 
piece of the puzzle and that individuals develop their understanding of rules and rule 
systems from a variety of areas in their lives, whether it be parental rules in the home or 
teacher rules in the classroom. 
Traditional Approaches to Legal Socialization 
Traditional models of legal socialization have tended to take individual, person-
centered approaches that emphasize cognitive developmental factors (i.e., moral and legal 
reasoning) and attitudes concerning laws, legal institutions, and rule-violation (Cohn et 
4 
al., 2010; Cohn & White, 1990; Levine, 1979; Tapp & Kohlberg, 1971). This is not to 
say that they have ignored the role of the environment, but rather they have focused more 
of their attention on the individual. This is due to a long held convention in legal 
philosophy to place primary importance on internal factors in the socialization process, 
stemming from the assumption that the makings of a "good citizen" are innate (Cohn & 
White, 1990). Thus, the motivation to uphold society's rules flows from within the 
person rather than forced by outside sources (e.g., legal institutions and authorities). 
Moral Reasoning 
Early legal socialization researchers assumed that expectations for good, moral 
behavior were reflected and transmitted through society's rules and laws (Kohlberg, 
1963/2008; Piaget, 1932). Developing one's understanding of laws and legal institutions 
was contingent on developing one's ability to make judgments about the "rightness" or 
"wrongness" of a given situation or behavior (Blasi, 1980). As individuals grow older, 
they gain an increased capacity for moral reasoning and are able to make more 
sophisticated and complex judgments about whether a behavior is moral or immoral 
(Kohlberg, 1963/2008; Tapp & Kohlberg, 1971). As individuals gain greater moral 
reasoning capabilities, they will be less likely to violate laws and rules. Indeed, past 
research has supported this negative relation between moral reasoning and engagement in 
rule-violating behavior (Blasi, 1980; Matsueda, 1989; Palmer, 2003). For example, 
Hains and Miller (1980) found that delinquents had lower levels of moral reasoning 
compared to non-delinquents. Moreover, the relation between moral reasoning and rule-
violation occurs for both boys and girls (Palmer & Hollin, 2001), becomes stable over 
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time in late adolescence (Raaijmakers, Engels, & Van Hoof, 2005), and is supported by a 
recent meta-analysis (Stams et al., 2006). 
Legal Reasoning 
The next wave of legal socialization research introduced an additional cognitive 
developmental factor: legal reasoning (Tapp & Levine, 1974). In many respects, legal 
reasoning is an extension of moral reasoning. However, whereas moral reasoning 
encompasses a broader perspective in that it refers to people's ability to make judgments 
concerning norms, values, rules, and customs, legal reasoning focuses specifically on 
judgments about laws established by the legal institutions of a society. In this regard, 
legal reasoning provides a framework for defining, interpreting, and making decisions 
about laws, rights, and responsibilities (Levine & Tapp, 1977; Tapp & Levine, 1974). A 
person's capacity to reason about legal issues will dictate whether he or she accepts or 
rejects a law, attempts to reform or maintain a law, and decides to break or comply with 
that law. Similar to moral reasoning, as individuals attain higher levels of legal 
reasoning, they will be less likely to violate and more likely to comply with laws. 
Research examining this relation supports this negative link between legal reasoning and 
engagement in rule-violating behavior (Cohn et al., 2010; Cohn & White, 1990). 
Moreover, this link appears to be valid cross-culturally, being found in samples of U.S. 
undergraduates (Cohn & White, 1990), Russian adolescents (Finckenauer, 1995), and 
Mexican youth (Grant, 2006). 
Later researchers argued that the relation between legal reasoning and rule-
violation was more complex (Cohn & White, 1990). They concluded that this relation 
was mediated by legal attitudes. In other words, legal reasoning influenced the decision 
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to engage in rule-violating behavior by affecting one's attitudes about rule-violation. 
Cohn and White identified two primary attitudes that were important in this process: 
normative status and enforcement status. Normative status referred to individuals' 
approval of rule-violating behavior, while enforcement status focused on people's beliefs 
that rule-violating behavior should be punished appropriately. In their investigation of 
undergraduates, they found that higher legal reasoning did indeed predict less approval of 
rule-violating behavior and stronger beliefs that such behavior should be punished, which 
subsequently influenced engagement in rule-violating behavior. This same relation was 
later supported in a longitudinal examination of middle school and high school students 
(Cohn et al„ 2010). 
Ail Integrated Model 
Recently, Cohn and colleagues (2010) have combined research on moral 
reasoning, legal reasoning, and legal attitudes into a single model of legal socialization. 
According to their integrated model of rule-violating behavior, both moral and legal 
reasoning indirectly influence one's engagement in rule-violating behavior through their 
effects on three legal attitudes: normative status, enforcement status, and attitudes 
towards the criminal legal system (Martin & Cohn, 2004). From this perspective, 
individuals who have higher moral and legal reasoning capabilities are less likely to 
approve of engaging in rule-violation, more likely to approve punishing rule-violating 
behavior, and more likely to have positive attitudes toward the legal system. These 
attitudes, in turn, influence individuals' decisions to engage in rule-violating behavior. 
Their integrated model was longitudinally tested and supported in a relatively large 
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sample of middle school and high school students. Subsequent research has also found 
support for a mediated model (Cohn, Trinkner, Rebellon, & Van Gundy, 2011). 
Role of Environment 
Traditional approaches to legal socialization focus on the individual more than the 
environment with an emphasis on cognitive developmental factors (i.e., moral and legal 
reasoning) and legal attitudes. This is not to say that researchers have ignored the 
environment, as the role of the environment is inherent in any theory of legal 
socialization because laws are socially defined (Tapp & Kohlberg, 1977) and maintained 
by institutions created and supported by the public (Tyler, 2006b). However, their 
measurement constructs are primarily based on internal abilities and attitudes towards 
one's own behavior than how individuals are interacting with the world around them. 
There is some evidence indicating that the focus on internal attributes may be more 
fruitful than a focus on the environment. For example, Cohn and White (1990) compared 
two theories of legal socialization: cognitive developmental theory and social learning 
theory. By its very nature, social learning theory focuses on the conditional effects of the 
environment (Bandura, 1969). However, their results did not fit a social learning 
explanation of rule-violation and instead supported a cognitive developmental theory 
based on legal reasoning and legal attitudes. 
While the results above do indicate that a focus on individual factors is warranted, 
more recent researchers have begun to incorporate the role of the environment in legal 
socialization more explicitly. For example, in his study of the delinquent behavior of 
Russian and American youth, Finckenauer (1995) found that some environmental factors 
were important in addition to reasoning and attitudinal factors. In particular, the role of 
8 
punishment by "legal" authorities (e.g., police, parents, and teachers) was a large 
deterrent of rule-violation. Additionally, Grant (2006) found that when laws were 
enforced in a fair manner by legal authorities, adolescents were more likely comply with 
laws. Taken together, Finckenauer's (1995) and Grant's (2006) studies point to the 
potentially important role that the environment plays in developing individuals 
understanding of laws and rules. This later research has culminated more recently in an 
alternative model of legal socialization, one that places a greater emphasis on the 
environment in the legal socialization process. 
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CHAPTER II 
THE PROCEDURAL JUSTICE MODEL OF LEGAL SOCIALIZATION 
Recently, a procedural justice model of legal socialization has emerged (Fagan & 
Tyler, 2005; Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Piquero et al., 2005). This procedural justice-based 
model takes a fundamentally different perspective in explaining how individuals develop 
their understanding of rules and rule-violation by placing more emphasis on legal 
authorities within the social situation and individuals' interactions with those authorities. 
This model is composed of three primary factors: the extent to which legal authorities 
create and enforce laws in a fair manner (i.e., procedural justice), the extent to which 
individuals trust and feel obligated to obey authorities (i.e., legitimacy), and the degree to 
which individuals have negative attitudes toward the authority's rules (i.e., rule 
cynicism). This model emphasizes the vital role of the interaction between a person and 
the situation (in the form of an authority figure) in the legal socialization process. 
The procedural justice model of legal socialization is built upon three studies of 
adolescent delinquency. In a relatively small community sample of adolescents, Fagan 
and Tyler (2005) found that the more adolescents believed authorities enforced rules in a 
procedurally fair manner, the more likely they were to view those authorities as 
legitimate and to be less cynical about laws. Furthermore, they found that higher 
perceived legitimacy and lower cynicism toward the law was associated with less self-
reported delinquent behavior. These results showed that adolescents with more negative 
perceptions (i.e., less perceived legitimacy and more cynicism) of legal actors and 
institutions engaged in more rule-violating behavior. This effect was dependent on 
adolescents' interactions with legal authorities (either directly or vicariously) with 
procedural justice as a major predictor of both legitimacy and cynicism. This study 
showed clear support for the role of procedural justice, legitimacy, and legal cynicism in 
the socialization process. However, the study findings were limited because they relied 
on cross-sectional methodology and the sample did not include adolescent offenders 
already in the criminal justice system. 
To address the above concerns, researchers utilized longitudinal methodology 
with a large sample of adjudicated adolescents (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Piquero et al., 
2005). Piquero et al. (2005) found that both perceptions of legitimacy and legal cynicism 
were relatively stable over an 18-month time period. Moreover, those adolescents that 
had the most cynical attitudes towards the legal system were also the least likely to 
perceive the law as legitimate (and vice versa). Finally, they found that adolescents' 
perceptions of the fairness of legal authorities and institutions were strong predictors of 
both legitimacy and cynicism over time. This last finding is particularly important as it 
highlights that situational experiences with the criminal justice system influence the 
development of individuals' understanding of the law and legal institutions. 
Later research by Fagan and Piquero (2007) expanded their previous findings. 
They used the same sample utilized by Piquero and colleagues (2005), but also included 
engagement in delinquent behavior as an outcome and used a two year time period. In 
large part, they replicated previous results. Procedural justice was positively related to 
future perceptions of legitimacy and negatively related to future legal cynicism. 
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Furthermore, they found that perceptions of legitimacy were negatively related to self-
reported delinquent behavior two years later and that legal cynicism was positively 
related. Finally, the results indicated that the relation between procedural justice and 
delinquency were partially mediated by perceptions of legitimacy and cynicism. 
Combining the findings above, the procedural justice model of legal socialization 
proposes that individuals' perceptions of the legitimacy of legal authorities and their 
cynicism toward the legal system mediate the relation between procedural justice and 
engagement in rule-violating behavior (see Figure 1). In other words, when authorities 
create and enforce laws in a fair manner, people are more likely to perceive those 
individuals as legitimate authority figures and be less cynical about their rules. The 
increased perception of legitimacy and decreased cynicism then lead to a lower likelihood 
of engaging in rule-violating behavior. This procedural justice model of legal 
socialization is built on a large amount of research validating each individual component 







Figure 1. The Procedural Justice Model of Legal Socialization 
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Procedural Justice 
Procedural justice is the perception that the processes used to make decisions or 
enforce laws and rules are fair and just (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 1988). The concept 
of procedural justice began with Thibaut and Walker's (1975) landmark research 
comparing adversarial versus inquisitorial procedures within the legal system. They 
argued that individuals' satisfaction with an outcome was not dependent on the fairness 
of the outcome (i.e., distributive justice), but rather on the fairness of the procedures used 
to reach that outcome (i.e., procedural justice). Individuals were more concerned with 
their perceived control over the decision making process instead of the results of that 
process. 
Since Thibaut and Walker's (1975) original work, procedural justice has received 
much empirical attention (Tyler, 2000). Most of this research has supported Thibaut and 
Walker's contention that individuals' satisfaction with and deference to a decision is 
more dependent on whether they perceive the procedures used to make the decision as 
fair rather than their perception that the decision itself is fair (Brickman, Folger, Goode, 
& Schul, 1981; Cohen & Greenberg, 1982; Mikula, Petri, & Tanzer, 1990; Tyler, 2000; 
Tyler, Boeckman, Smith, & Huo, 1997; Tyler & Folger, 1980; Tyler & Lind, 1992). For 
example, Messick, Bloom, Boldizar, and Samuelson (1985) asked people to list instances 
in which people acted unfairly toward them. Rarely did individuals report unfair 
allocations or decisions; rather the majority of participants usually discussed being 
treated in an unfair manner (e.g., rude/disrespectful behavior). 
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Antecedents to Procedural Justice 
Making judgments about whether procedures are fair is an incredibly complex 
process. Most studies examining the criteria people use to make such judgments 
typically find seven, eight or more important factors (Tyler, 1988, 2000). However, 
despite this complexity, four primary factors consistently surface across the wide range of 
studies (Brickman et al., 1981; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Piquero, Gomez-Smith, Langton, 
2004; Piquero et al., 2005; Tyler, 2000; Tyler & Huo, 2002): the degree to which 
individuals feel they can express their opinions and concerns (voice), the degree to which 
decisions are made in an unbiased manner (impartiality), the respectfulness of 
interpersonal treatment by the authority (respect), and the extent to which the authorities 
are believed to be acting with caring motives (benevolence). While all of these criteria 
are important in their own right (see Tyler, 2000 for full review), the present dissertation 
only focuses on voice and impartiality because past researchers (Cohn, White, & Sanders, 
2000) find that the relative importance of these two factors in making judgments of 
procedurally fairness is contingent upon the situation and the nature of the interaction 
between the individual and the authority. 
Voice. In their original work on procedural justice, Thibaut and Walker (1975) 
emphasized that individuals were more likely to perceive procedural fairness when they 
are given an opportunity to be heard (i.e., process control). Later research has come to 
call this "voice" (Cohn, White, Sanders, 2000; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 2000). In 
other words, when individuals feel they get to "have their day in court," they perceive 
more procedural fairness (e.g., Anderson & Otto, 2003; Tyler, Rasinski, & Spodick, 
1985). Voice has been found to be an important factor in judgments of fairness in a 
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variety of contexts, including plea bargaining (Houlden, 1980-1981), sentence hearings 
(Heinz & Kerstetter, 1979), and mediation (Kitzmann & Emery, 1993). It is important to 
note that fairness judgments do not seem to be dependent on whether the chance to be 
heard will actually affect the outcome (Tyler, 2000). Individuals have been found to 
value the opportunity to be heard both when their voice will affect the decision making 
process (e.g., Shapiro & Brett, 1993) and when their voice will have little to no impact on 
the decisions being made (e.g., Lind, Kanfer, & Earley, 1990). 
Impartiality. Expanding earlier work on procedural justice, Lind and Tyler (1988) 
proposed a group-value model of procedural justice. Rather than focusing on individuals 
having control over the decision making process like Thibaut and Walker (1975), this 
model proposed that different criteria would be important in judgments of procedural 
fairness when individuals were interested in establishing or maintaining long-term bonds 
with the decision maker (Tyler, 1988, 1989, 1994). One of these components is the 
neutrality of the decision making process. In other words, when a person feels that a 
decision is made in an unbiased fashion or that rules are enforced impartially, they are 
more likely to perceive the process as procedurally fair (Tyler, 2000). Basically, people 
want an authority figure to make objective, factual decisions instead of relying on their 
own personal interests and biases. This is especially important in situations where there 
will be future contact between the parties involved. A plethora of research has shown 
that impartiality is a major precursor to judgments of procedural fairness (e.g., Besley & 
McComas, 2005; Cohn et al., 2000; Lind et al., 1990; Tyler, 1989, 1994; Tyler & Caine, 
1981). 
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Context. It must be noted that voice and impartiality are not always equally 
important when making judgments about procedural justice. The situation is crucial in 
determining what criteria will be used. In fact, some theorists have surmised that it is 
nearly impossible to separate procedural justice from the situation (at least in reality if not 
theoretically) (Bies, 2005; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). In 
large respect, judging procedural justice is dependent on the type of relationship an 
individual has with a particular authority figure (e.g., Cohn et al., 2000; Tyler, 1989). Of 
particular importance is whether the individual will or will not have future contact with 
the authority. 
In Thibaut and Walker's (1975) groundbreaking research, they emphasized that 
control over the decisional process was most important. However, they were primarily 
concerned with situations in which individuals would have short-term, limited contact 
with the decision maker (i.e., court litigation), what Tyler (1989) called a "one-shot-deal" 
(p. 831). It was in these cases that they found having a voice was vital. This makes sense 
because the contexts in which they were interested in were situations in which individuals 
only have a single opportunity to present their side of the story and want their voice to be 
heard. In these situations, it does not matter much if the authority does or does not treat 
individuals impartially if they never have the chance to explain their perspective. 
Additionally, Mashaw (1983) argued that in these types of situations, an authority's 
primary goal is to "serve the client" with decisions being tailored to meet available, 
limited resources. As such, some individuals will be treated differently than others 
because of different needs. This makes impartiality difficult to detect because there are 
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numerous factors that will affect allocation. Instead, individuals expect that they will be 
given a voice to express their particular needs. 
Alternatively, the group-value model of procedural justice emphasizes that control 
over the decision making process through voice is not always important in judging 
procedural fairness (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Instead, individuals will value different factors 
in those situations where group membership is paramount. In these situations, 
establishing or maintaining long-term bonds is important because group membership is 
psychologically rewarding (Tyler, 1989, 1994). People do not place as much emphasis 
on having a voice because they expect that, as a group member, they will get an 
opportunity to explain their opinions, concerns, and perspective. Rather, they are more 
interested in whether they are treated equally in comparison to other members within the 
group. In other words, in situations where individuals expect to have future contact with 
the authority figure, judgments about procedural fairness are more dependent on 
impartiality than voice. 
Consequences of Procedural Justice 
Procedural justice has received much attention from a variety of different fields 
(see Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 2000 for reviews). One reason why procedural 
justice has been of interest in so many diverse areas is because the majority of research 
shows that procedural justice influences a wide array of reactions to decisions and rule 
enforcement (Tyler et al., 1997). Legal scholars have shown that judgments of 
procedural fairness lead to increased shame and less "defiant pride" for criminal behavior 
(Sherman, 1993), increased satisfaction with police encounters (Tyler & Folger, 1980), 
more positive evaluations of judges, courts, and city councils (Tyler, Rasinski, & 
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Spodick, 1985), increased satisfaction with court decisions (Casper, Tyler, & Fisher, 
1988) and less anger when punished for violating laws (Piquero et al., 2004). The 
advantageous consequences of using fair procedures are also well established within 
other fields. Research has shown that procedural justice is important within the business 
world (e.g., Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001) and interpersonal relationships (Senchack 
& Reis, 1988), as well as educational (e.g., Gregory & Ripski, 2008), political (Tyler et 
al., 1985), and family settings (Fondacaro, Dunkle, & Pathak, 1998). 
Procedural justice is a major factor in the development of understanding rules and 
rule-violation (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005). 
When authorities enforce rules or make decisions in a fair manner, people are more likely 
to show support for and cooperate with those authorities (e.g., Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). 
Perhaps more importantly, the use of fair procedures by an authority leads individuals to 
follow and obey an authority's rules (Paternoster et al., 1997; Sherman, 1993; Thibaut, 
Friedland, Walker, 1974; Tyler, 2006b). However, according to the procedural justice 
model of legal socialization, the effect of fair procedures on obedience is indirect and 
mediated by one's perception of an authority as legitimate and his or her cynicism 
towards the authority's rules. Accordingly, correlational, experimental, cross-sectional, 
and longitudinal work both in the laboratory and in the field with adolescents and adults 
finds that procedural justice leads individuals to perceive authorities as legitimate (see 
Tyler, 1997, 2006a, 2006b; Tyler & Huo, 2002 for review). While research on 
procedural justice and legal cynicism is sparse in comparison to procedural justice and 
legitimacy, there is clear evidence that when authorities make decisions and enforce rules 
in a fair manner, individuals are more likely to be less cynical towards the authorities' 
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rules (Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005; Sherman, 1993). Past procedural justice 
research confirms the first part of the procedural justice model of legal socialization: 
procedural justice leads to increased perceptions of authorities as legitimate and 
decreased cynicism towards rules and laws. 
Legitimacy of Authority 
Legitimacy is a multi-faceted concept examined in a variety of settings and 
defined as a psychological property of an authority or institution that leads individuals to 
believe it is appropriate, proper, and just (Tyler, 2006a). In other words, when an 
individual is perceived as a legitimate authority figure, people feel that the individual has 
a right or is supposed to be in a position of power. As such, people feel a duty to follow 
that person's rules. Legitimacy, as defined above, is a broad concept that has been 
applied to a variety of different contexts, including the legitimacy of people (e.g., 
authority figures; Milgram, 1963), groups (e.g., minorities; Major & Schmader, 2001), 
social hierarchies (e.g., governments; Jost, Burgess, & Mosso, 2001), and even ideas 
(e.g., stereotypes; Crandall & Beasley, 2001). 
Within the procedural justice model of legal socialization, legitimacy is 
specifically focused on individual legal authorities (e.g., police officers) and legal 
institutions (e.g., courts). From this perspective, legitimacy is composed of two primary 
components: trust and feelings of obligation (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). When an 
authority or institution is considered to be legitimate, individuals will trust in that 
authority or institution. In this regard, authorities are deemed legitimate when they show 
competence in their position of power (Levi, Sacks, & Tyler, 2009). Performing the 
responsibilities of their position in this manner leads individuals to trust them and to feel 
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a sense of obligation to obey their directives and rules. The best way for an authority or 
institution to establish itself as legitimate is to behave in a procedurally fair manner 
(Tyler, 2000, 2006a, 2006b; Tyler & Huo, 2002; Tyler & Lind, 2000). 
According to the procedural justice model of legal socialization, legitimacy is an 
important aspect of the socialization process because it has a direct impact on how 
individuals view legal actors, institutions, and laws, as well as the decision to obey or 
violate laws. For example, Sunshine and Tyler (2003) found that citizens who perceived 
the police as legitimate were more likely to support police policy, be satisfied with police 
interactions, and notify the police when a crime is committed. In addition, when 
individuals viewed the police (both individual officers and the institution of policing) as 
legitimate, they were less likely to violate laws (Tyler, 2006b; Tyler & Huo, 2002). This 
is true for adults (e.g., Sunshine & Tyler, 2003) and adolescents (e.g., Fagan & Tyler, 
2005). Furthermore legitimacy is also associated with decreased rule-violation over time 
(Fagan & Piquero, 2007). Most importantly, the relation between legitimacy and rule-
violating behavior remains even when an authority is not present (Tyler, 2006b). 
Legitimacy of Non-Legal Authorities 
The procedural justice model of legal socialization focuses exclusively on the 
legitimacy of legal actors and institutions; however, legitimacy has been studied using a 
variety of different authorities (e.g., parents and teachers). Traditionally, researchers 
within these fields have largely ignored work in the other fields, although legal scholars 
are beginning to generalize their findings to the business world (e.g., Tyler & Blader, 
2005). A greater understanding of legitimacy and its effects on rule-violation can be 
gained by examining research from these other fields. Although these different areas of 
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inquiry examine different authority figures and institutions, they conceptualize legitimacy 
in a similar fashion: the belief or perception that one has an obligation or duty to obey 
the directives of some authority figure or institution. 
Parental Legitimacy. Developmental psychologists have examined extensively 
the role of parental authority in influencing various adolescent outcomes (Darling & 
Steinberg, 1993; Parke, 2004; Steinberg & Morris, 2001). Much of this research has 
tended to focus on where and when adolescents will view parental authority as legitimate 
(e.g., Dubin & Dubin, 1963; Laupa, 1991; Laupa & Turiel, 1993; Tisak, Tisak, & Rogers, 
1994). This work has shown that adolescents' perception of parental legitimacy is 
domain specific (Milnitsky-Sapiro, Turiel, & Nucci, 2006; Smetana & Daddis, 2002). In 
other words, the decision to give parents legitimate authority is dependent upon the 
particular issue in question. For example, Tisak (1986) found that adolescents were more 
likely to perceive parental rules pertaining to stealing as more legitimate than rules 
concerning household chores or friendships. More recently, Darling, Cumsille, and Pena-
Alampay (2005) found that most adolescents perceived parents as legitimate within moral 
domains (e.g., doing physical or psychological harm); however, there was greater 
variability in legitimacy perceptions within personal domains (e.g., choice of friends or 
use of free time). Furthermore, similar to research on legal authorities, parental 
legitimacy was associated with less rule-violation both cross-sectionally (Darling, 
Cumsille, & Martinez, 2007) and longitudinally (Darling, Cumsille, & Martinez, 2008). 
For example, Trinkner, Cohn, Rebellon, & Van Gundy (2012) found that the more 
adolescents perceived their parents as legitimate authority figures, the less likely they 
were to report engaging in delinquent behavior over a twelve month period. 
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Teacher Legitimacy. Research on the perceived legitimacy of school authorities 
(e.g., teachers and principals) is not as extensive as research on parents or legal 
authorities. Despite fewer studies, similar findings have emerged. First, teacher 
legitimacy is highly dependent on the social setting (Laupa & Turiel, 1993). While 
students readily agree that teachers are legitimate in school, this legitimacy does not 
extend beyond school grounds (e.g., public parks). Moreover, students recognize that 
teacher authority is constrained to a specific school and does not carry over to other 
schools. Similar to research on parents, adolescents' perceptions of teacher legitimacy is 
domain specific (Smetana & Bitz, 1996). In this regard, adolescents are more likely to 
believe teachers have legitimate authority over moral domains, but not personal domains. 
The use of fair procedures in teacher-student interactions is also a strong precursor to 
perceiving teachers as legitimate authorities (Gouveia-Pereira, Vala, Palmonari, & 
Rubini, 2003). Interestingly, the use of fair procedures seems to have a more global 
effect too, with students who believed they were treated in a procedurally fair manner at 
school being more likely to view the school, the police, the law, and judges as more 
legitimate. Gregory and Ripski (2008) found that when teachers used a "relational 
orientation" (a construct similar to procedural justice), they instilled a sense of trust (a 
subcomponent of legitimacy) in adolescents. This trust then predicted a decrease in 
student problem behaviors. Thus, similar to the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization, when teachers used a procedural justice-based approach, students were 
more likely to perceive them as legitimate and subsequently to engage in less rule-
violation. Additional research also highlights that teacher legitimacy is associated with 
decreased rule-violation (Laupa & Turiel, 1986; Smetana & Bitz, 1996). 
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Legal Cynicism 
By far the least developed component of the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization is legal cynicism. This component builds on early sociological research 
examining the role of anomie in minority dominated neighborhoods (Kapsis, 1978; Srole, 
1956). From this perspective, legal cynicism taps individuals' attitudes toward the social 
norms underlying laws (Hickman, Piquero, & Piquero, 2004). When individuals are 
cynical toward laws, they do not consider them binding in their everyday lives (Sampson 
& Bartusch, 1998). In other words, they do not accept the social norms that give rise to 
the laws. As a result, people feel that acting in ways that are outside of the law and 
community norms is not only reasonable, but also appropriate behavior (Piquero et al., 
2005). According to Kirk and colleagues (Kirk & Matsuda, 2011; Kirk & Papachristos, 
2011), legal cynicism and legitimacy are highly inter-related. From their perspective, 
legal cynicism develops as individuals come to believe that legal institutions are 
illegitimate, a result of suffering injustice at the hands of "enforcers" of the legal system. 
Legal cynicism, in turn, will further compound the belief that legal institutions and 
authorities are illegitimate. 
While research on the relation between legal cynicism and rule-violation is sparse, 
the available evidence does suggest that a relation exists. For example, Sampson and 
Bartusch (1998) found that Chicago residents harboring more cynical attitudes about the 
law were also more likely to be tolerant of rule-violating behavior than residents with less 
cynical attitudes, a finding later replicated with qualitative research (Carr, Napolitano, & 
Keating, 2007). Similarly, Kirk and Matsuda (2011) found that crimes that occurred in 
neighborhoods with high legal cynicism were less likely to lead to an arrest than in 
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neighborhoods with low legal cynicism. In later research, Kirk and Papachristos (2011) 
found that high levels of legal cynicism also explained the high rates of homicide within 
particular Chicago neighborhoods. Furthermore, as discussed above, Fagan, Tyler, 
Piquero, and colleagues (2005, 2007) found that more cynicism was associated with more 
rule-violation. In addition, procedural injustice tends to lead to more cynical beliefs 
about the legal system (Kirk & Papachristos, 2011; Sherman, 1993). As Carr, 
Napolitano, and Keating (2007) noted after interviewing young adults from minority 
neighborhoods, participants were negatively disposed toward police. In the vast majority 
of their interviews, young people consistently complained about their experiences of 
injustice at the hands of police. They noted that "they are stopped for no good reason, 
they are harassed or treated roughly, or they encounter dishonest or lackadaisical police" 
(p. 467). 
Admittedly, the work on legal cynicism is less developed than the other 
components of the model. However, based on this literature, this component of the 
model has received some support. Legal cynicism does appear to be influenced, to some 
extent, by a lack of procedural justice from legal authorities. Additionally, legal cynicism 
also influences rule-violating behavior. This indicates that it is an important factor in the 
legal socialization process. 
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CHAPTER III 
GAPS IN THE PROCEDURAL JUSTICE MODEL OF LEGAL SOCIALIZATION 
Although the procedural justice model of legal socialization builds on fifty years 
of research on procedural justice, legitimacy, and legal cynicism and has received support 
when tested, there are a number of gaps within the model that must be considered. 
Addressing these gaps will establish the model as a valid explanation of the legal 
socialization process and expand the understanding of how individuals develop their 
beliefs about rules and rule-violation. In so doing, it will provide a complimentary 
account of legal socialization with traditional approaches that emphasize cognitive 
developmental factors 
Gap 1: No Validation Outside of the Legal Sphere 
The model has only been examined within a legal context; however, individuals 
develop their conceptions of authorities, rules, and rule-violation from multiple sources 
(Levine & Tapp, 1977; Tapp, 1976; Tapp & Levine, 1974). This is especially true for 
adolescents and young adults as they are in a developmental stage during which they are 
gaining autonomy and pushing the boundaries of society's and authorities' rules 
(Smetana, 2002; Steinberg & Morris, 2001). Indeed, as discussed previously there is a 
plethora of research from organizational, developmental, educational, and political 
scholars examining the role of fair procedures and the legitimacy of authorities. 
However, even though these other fields have rich literature bases concerning 
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individuals' conceptualization of authorities, procedures, and rules, legal scholars have 
largely ignored them (and vice versa), although it must be noted that this is not true for 
organizational research as legal scholars have examined extensively the role of 
procedural justice in organizations (see Tyler & Lind, 2000 for review). 
It is unfortunate that legal researchers have ignored developmental and 
educational psychology research on parental and teacher authorities that has come to 
similar conclusions as legal researchers. For example, Fondacaro et al. (1998) found that 
when parents settled family disputes in a procedurally fair manner, their children 
perceived the family as more cohesive and suffered less family conflict. Additionally, 
children engaged in less deviant behavior. Moreover, Darling and her colleagues have 
consistently shown that adolescents who perceive their parents as legitimate and/or feel 
an obligation to obey them are less likely to violate rules over time (Cumsille et al., 2006; 
Darling et al., 2005, 2007, 2008). Similar findings have been found in educational 
research as well. For example, Gregory and Ripski (2008) found that teacher trust 
mediated the relation between a teacher using a "relational" approach to discipline 
(similar to a procedurally fair approach) and student problem behaviors. While this is not 
an explicit test of the procedural justice model of legal socialization, the results are in­
line with what the model would predict in this case. 
Expanding the model beyond legal authorities is vital. Early research on legal 
socialization (Tapp & Levine, 1974; Tapp, 1976) emphasized that individuals do not 
learn their understanding of the legal system and laws solely from interactions with legal 
institutions and actors. Rather, children begin to develop their understanding of rules and 
rule-violation in childhood from their parents. This understanding continues to develop 
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as they mature and come into contact with increasingly more diverse and complex social 
institutions (e.g., schools) and authorities (e.g., teachers). Thus, examining how people 
develop their beliefs about the legal system and laws is only a single piece of the puzzle. 
Future research needs to take an interdisciplinary approach in which legal socialization is 
viewed as an eclectic process which transpires among many different social institutions 
and actors. 
Gap 2: No Experimental Validation of the Model 
The procedural justice model of legal socialization has only been tested using 
correlational methodology. For example, Fagan and Piquero (2007) examined how 
respondents' perceptions of procedural justice, legitimacy, and cynicism were associated 
with their future perceptions of the same constructs and engagement in criminal activity. 
Such methods can only show support for a hypothesized causal path. They are unable to 
establish any definitive conclusions about whether differences in procedural justice 
actually cause changes in the perceived legitimacy of authority, cynicism, and 
engagement in rule-violation. There are multiple reasons why variables may be 
correlated (Utts, 2005), making such methods limited in terms of establishing true 
causation. In this regard, experimental methodology is needed to examine how the 
manipulation of procedural justice causes changes in legitimacy, cynicism, and rule-
violation. 
While the procedural justice model of legal socialization has not been tested using 
experimental methods, past research has used experimentation to examine procedural 
justice. For example, Cohn, White, and Sanders (2000) presented scenarios in which 
voice and impartiality were manipulated. They found that voice and impartiality led to 
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increased perceptions of procedural justice, although this was dependent on the specific 
situation described in the scenario. Such research highlights the utility of using 
experimental methods to test the procedural justice model of legal socialization. 
Gap 3: No Use of Measures Specific to a Single Interaction 
Research on the procedural justice model of legal socialization has relied on 
general measures of procedural justice, legitimacy, and rule cynicism. For instance, 
Piquero et al. (2005) measured adolescents' global cynicism towards rules and whether 
they viewed the legal system as legitimate. At a macro level, such measures allow one to 
examine if these constructs are related to each other over time. However, at a micro 
level, they do not allow one to assess how a single interaction with an authority figure 
influences one's likelihood to violate a specific rule tied to that interaction. It is unclear 
if an authority unfairly enforcing an explicit rule in a specific situation has a direct 
influence on individuals' perceptions of legitimacy of that authority in the situation and 
their attitudes toward that particular rule. Additionally, one is uncertain if situation-
specific legitimacy and cynicism then impact the decision to engage in behavior that 
breaks the rule. 
Finally, as discussed previously, there are multiple criteria (e.g., voice and 
impartiality) individuals use to judge the fairness of procedures (Tyler, 2000; Tyler & 
Lind, 2000). Moreover, the importance of each criterion in making these judgments is 
dependent on the situation and problem at hand (Cohn et al., 2000, Mashaw, 1983, Tyler, 
1989). However, because of the reliance on general measures of procedural justice, it is 
unclear whether both voice and impartiality have the same relative impact in terms of the 
model or if one is more important than the other. In light of gap 1 (i.e., no validation 
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outside of the legal sphere), future research should also examine these components of 
procedural justice in situations and with authority figures outside of the legal system 
(e.g., parents and teachers). It is likely that different components of procedural justice 
will be more or less important depending on the situation and the authority figure. 
Gap 4; Limited Community Samples 
The procedural justice model of legal socialization is primarily based on a 
longitudinal study of serious adolescent offenders already in the criminal justice system 
(Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Piquero et al., 2005). While it is important to study adjudicated 
adolescents because they have direct contact with the legal system, such studies should 
not supplant research with community samples. By definition adjudicated adolescents 
are different from adolescent non-offenders in that, for whatever reason, they have 
violated some law and are being punished. The majority of adolescents navigate their 
teenage years without having to appear in court for criminal activity, although they may 
break some rules (Moffitt, 1993). Thus, by the very nature of their experiences, 
adjudicated adolescents have had fundamentally different interactions with legal 
authorities and institutions as compared to adolescent non-offenders. By using an 
adjudicated adolescent sample to test the procedural justice model, the results potentially 
may not generalize to non-offenders because of these different experiences. What is 
needed in this regard is research using community samples of adolescents containing both 
infrequent and frequent rule-violators. Although Fagan and Tyler (2005) utilized a 
similar type of sample, their study did not address the gaps discussed above. 
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Present Dissertation 
In summary, recently an alternative procedural justice-based model of legal 
socialization has emerged (Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Piquero et al., 
2005). Unlike traditional approaches, this model focuses specifically on the interactions 
between individuals and legal authorities in explaining how people develop their 
understanding of rules and make decisions to obey or violate rules. This model 
hypothesizes that when authorities enforce rules in a fair manner, people are more likely 
to perceive them as legitimate authorities and to be less cynical about their rules. This 
increased perception of legitimacy and decreased cynicism toward rules leads to 
decreased engagement in rule-violating behavior. 
Although this model has been supported by past research, there continue to be 
gaps that should be addressed in future work. First, the model needs to be expanded to 
authorities and contexts outside the legal system because individuals develop their 
understanding of rules and decisions to obey or violate rules from multiple sources 
(Levine & Tapp, 1977; Tapp, 1976; Tapp & Levine, 1974). Second, the model needs to 
be validated using experimental procedures to establish causal pathways between 
procedural justice, legitimacy, cynicism, and rule-violating behavior. Similarly, the 
model needs to be examined within specific situations to assess whether the fair 
enforcement of a specific rule will have a direct influence on how an authority is viewed 
in that specific situation and how cynical an individual will be toward the particular rule. 
Finally, because the majority of the research establishing the model was conducted using 
adjudicated adolescents, the model needs further testing among community samples of 
adolescents to assess if the model applies to all adolescents or only those that are already 
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in the criminal justice system. The current dissertation presents three studies (one 
correlational and two experimental) that will address these gaps. 
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CHAPTER IV 
STUDY 1: CORRELATIONAL TEST IN A COMMUNITY SAMPLE 
The primary purpose of Study 1 was to test whether the procedural justice model 
of legal socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) 
could be expanded to non-legal authority figures. As discussed previously, the model has 
only been validated in legal contexts with legal authorities, despite evidence that 
individuals' develop their understanding of rules and the social institutions that 
create/enforce rules from both legal and non-legal sources (Levine & Tapp, 1977; 
Gregory & Ripski, 2008; Smetana & Bitz, 1996). This study examined the model in 
terms of three different authority figures: Parents, police, and teachers. Moreover, Study 
1 is the first formal test of the mediational pathways hypothesized by the model in a 
community sample of adolescents and young adults. Much of the model has been 
validated using adjudicated samples of adolescents (Fagan & Piquero, 2007, Piquero et 
al., 2005). While Fagan and Tyler (2005) used a non-adjudicated sample, they did not 
test the mediated pathways hypothesized by the model (although their results strongly 
suggested mediation). This study used structural equation modeling (SEM) to assess the 
tenability of the mediated model not only within legal contexts using police authorities, 
but also within non-legal contexts using parental and teacher authorities. 
In the present study, a community sample of adolescents and young adults 
completed measures of procedural justice and legitimacy for each individual authority 
type (i.e., parents, police, and teachers). In addition, they completed measures assessing 
their general cynicism about rules and social norms within society and reported the extent 
of their engagement in delinquent behavior in the previous six months. I hypothesized 
that procedural justice for each authority figure would be positively associated with 
legitimacy perceptions of that authority and be negatively associated with both cynicism 
and rule-violating behavior. Additionally, legitimacy for each authority would be 
negatively associated with both cynicism and rule-violating behavior, while cynicism 
would be positively associated with rule-violating behavior. Finally, 1 predicted that both 
legitimacy and cynicism would mediate the relation between procedural justice and rule-
violating behavior for each individual authority figure. 
Method 
Participants 
Four hundred forty-two participants from the New Hampshire Youth Study 
(NHYS: See Cohn et al., 2010; Trinkner et al., 2012; Van Gundy et al., 2011) 
participated in this study. Data were taken from the most recent phase (2011-2012) of the 
NHYS. While data collection is ongoing, the data presented here includes all participants 
who completed the study as of February 14th, 2012. There were 205 high school 
participants (11th grade, Mage = 16.27, SD = .47) and 237 participants two years removed 
from high school (Mage = 19.21 ,SD = .50). The sex and racial composition for the two 
samples was similar with 65.6% (n = 290) of the entire sample being female and 86.7% 
(n = 383) reporting they were Caucasian. Depending on when participants completed the 
survey (see below), they either received a $20 or $30 gift certificate for their 
participation. Participants were allowed to choose one of three different types of gift 
33 
certificates: a national bookstore, an on-line shopping website, or a credit to their 
university student account (when possible/available). 
Measures 
All measures used in Study 1 are presented in Appendix A. Means, standard 
deviations, minimum/maximum scores, and reliability estimates (when applicable) for all 
variables used in the present study are presented in Table 1. 
Table 1. 
Descriptive Statistics for Rule-violating Behaviors, Control Variables, Procedural 
Justice, Legitimacy, and Cynicism in Study 1. 
M SD Min Max a 
Rule-Violating Behavior 1.76 2.27 .00 15.00 .77 
Controls 
Age 17.84 1.55 15.00 20.00 — 
SES .01 .67 -2.66 1.45 .72 
Average Grades 7.70 1.19 3.00 9.00 - -
Procedural Justice 
Parents 4.10 .86 1.00 5.00 .96 
Police 3.48 .85 1.00 5.00 .98 
Teachers 3.88 .75 1.00 5.00 .96 
Legitimacy 
Parents 2.85 .45 1.00 4.00 .79 
Police 2.86 .42 1.00 4.00 .81 
Teachers 2.82 .39 1.00 4.00 .79 
Cynicism 
Social 3.24 .70 1.00 5.00 .77 
Legal 2.44 .74 1.00 5.00 .73 
ATCLS - Negative 2.96 .63 1.00 5.00 .90 
Note: ATCLS = Attitudes Toward the Criminal Legal System; Min and Max are 
observed values. 
Demographics. Participants were asked to report their sex (0 = female, 1 = male), 
ethnic background and average grades (1: All A's; 9: All F's). Responses to the average 
grades item were recoded so that higher scores indicated higher grades. In addition, they 
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also reported both parents' educational background (1: Less than high school; 6: 
Professional/Graduate Degree), how much money they believed their family has (1: 
Very little money available; 5: Lots of money available), how satisfied they were with 
their family's financial situation (1: Not very satisfied-, 5: Very satisfied), and whether 
they were ever hungry because their family could not afford food (1: Not true at all; 5: 
Very true). The last item was reverse coded. The responses to these five items were then 
standardized into z-scores and averaged to create a measure of socio-economic status 
(SES) with higher scores indicating higher SES. 
Procedural Justice. To assess participants' perceptions of procedural justice, 
scales were included for each authority type (parents, police, and teachers) to measure 
participants' judgments of whether these authorities treat them fairly (e.g., " Your parents 
are honest and ethical when dealing with you."). These measures were based on 
Moorman's (1991) and Folger and Konovsky's (1989) measures of procedural fairness. 
Ten items were selected from these scales based on how well they could be applied to 
different authority figures. These items were then reworded to reflect procedural justice 
by parents. Once this scale was created, the items were further modified to measure the 
procedural justice of police and teachers. Participants rated their agreement with each 
item on a 5-point Likert scale (1: Strongly Disagree; 5: Strongly Agree). Responses were 
averaged with higher scores indicating greater procedural justice. 
Legitimacy. To assess participants' perceptions of legitimacy, scales were 
included for each authority type that measured participants' trust in each authority figure 
and their obligation to obey each authority figure (e.g., "I should do what my parents tell 
me to do even when I disagree with their decisions."). The parental legitimacy scale was 
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taken from Trinkner et al. (2012), which was based on Sunshine and Tyler's (2003) 
measure of police legitimacy. These ten items were then reworded to measure police and 
teacher legitimacy. Participants rated their agreement with each item on a 4-point Likert 
scale (1: Strongly Disagree; 4: Strongly Agree). Responses were averaged with higher 
scores indicating higher perceived legitimacy. 
Cynicism. Three different measures of cynicism were used in the present study. 
Instead of using specific measures for each authority figure, this study followed past 
correlational research on the procedural justice model of legal socialization (Fagan & 
Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) and used general measures 
examining different types of cynicism (e.g., legal cynicism and social cynicism). 
First, Sampson and Bartusch's (1998) measure of legal cynicism was used to 
measure participants' general cynical beliefs about laws and social norms (e.g., "Rules 
were made to be broken.'"). It should be noted that this was the original scale used by 
Fagan, Piquero and colleagues in the development of the procedural justice model of 
legal socialization. Respondents rated their agreement on each item using a 5-point 
Likert Scale (1: Strongly Disagree-, 5: Strongly Agree). Responses were averaged with 
higher scores indicating higher cynicism. Second, a modified version of Leung et al.'s 
(2002) social cynicism scale was used to measure participants' general beliefs about how 
people interact with each other (e.g., "Powerful people tend to exploit others."). This 
scale assessed individuals' negative views of human nature and social institutions and 
their disregard of ethical means to achieve a goal. Respondents rated their agreement 
with six statements using a 5-point Likert scale (1: Strongly Disagree; 5: Strongly Agree). 
Responses were averaged with higher scores indicating higher cynicism. Finally, a 
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shortened version of Martin and Cohn's (2004) attitudes toward the criminal legal system 
(ATCLS) was used to assess participants' cynicism about the legal system as a whole 
(e.g., "Punishment in this country is basically ineffective."). While the Sampson and 
Bartusch measure of legal cynicism taps individuals' beliefs about the underlying social 
norms inherent in laws, the ATCLS assesses participants' negative and positive attitudes 
toward different aspects of the legal system specifically (e.g., judges, prosecutors, 
defense attorneys, etc.). The twelve items that assess negative attitudes were used. 
Respondents rated their agreement on each item using a 5-point Likert scale (1: Strongly 
Disagree; 5: Strongly Agree). Responses were averaged with higher scores indicating 
more negative ATCLS. 
Rule-violatinH Behavior. The Delinquency Component of the National Youth 
Longitudinal Survey (Wolpin, 1983) was used to measure participants' engagement in 
rule-violating behavior (RVB). This 23 item measure asked participants to report how 
many times in the past six months they engaged in 23 specific behaviors from three areas: 
property offenses (e.g., " ...taken something from a store without paying for it?"), violent 
offenses (e.g., "...hit or seriously threatened to hit someone?"), and substance use (e.g., 
"... used marijuana (pot)?"). Responses from the 23 items were first summed to provide 
a measure of overall frequency of offending. However, the distribution of scores on this 
frequency measure of rule-violating behavior was non-normal and highly skewed 
(Skewness = 4.308). In an attempt to reduce this skewness, participants' responses on 
each item were recoded into "yes" (1) and "no" (0) following previous research (Cohn et 
al., 2010; Trinkner et al., 2012). Participants' recoded responses were then summed to 
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create a variety measure of RVB. While this procedure did not eliminate the skew 
problem, it did alleviate it to some extent (Skewness = 2.13). 
While higher scores on this recoded measure reflected engagement in a greater 
variety of RVB, rather than a greater frequency of RVB, it was used as an overall 
indicator of frequency of RVB. This was done for a number of reasons. First, this is a 
rather common procedure employed by researchers using this measure of RVB (e.g., 
Apel, et al., 2008; Cohn et al., 2010; Eliott et al., 1985; Han, Miller, & Waldfogel, 2010; 
Hoffman, 2010; Sweeten, Bushway, & Paternoster, 2009). Second, criminologists have 
long recommended that variety measures of RVB be used in delinquency and crime 
research rather than frequency measures (Hindelang, Hirschi, & Weis, 1981). Third, 
research has shown that variety measures and frequency measures of RVB are highly 
correlated during late adolescence and early adulthood (Monahan & Piquero, 2009). This 
was true in the present study as well (r = .63,p < .001; rs — .91 ,P< .001), indicating that 
individuals who reported they engaged in a greater variety of RVB also reported 
engaging in a greater frequency of RVB. Finally, variety measures have been shown to 
produce greater internal consistency, higher stability over time, and stronger associations 
with conceptually related variables than frequency measures (Bendixen, Endresen, & 
Olweus, 2003), leading these researchers to conclude that variety measures of RVB are 
actually a more sensitive measure of overall offending than frequency measures of RVB. 
The present data also showed that the variety measure (a = .77) had a better reliability 
than the frequency measure (a - .56). Based on these findings and past literature 
comparing variety and frequency measures of RVB, the variety measure was used in the 
current study as a proxy for overall engagement in RVB. 
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Procedure 
All procedures used in this study were approved by the Institutional Review 
Board. Data collection for this phase of the NHYS began at the end of October, 2011. 
Participants were contacted via e-mail addresses they provided in previous phases of data 
collection. The e-mail contained a request to complete the questionnaire and a link that 
took participants to the questionnaire online. Participants who did not have an e-mail 
address (or did not respond to e-mail requests) were sent a letter (containing the request 
and the link) via regular postal mail. Participants were given as much time as they 
needed to complete the survey. They were allowed to skip questions if they chose to and 
they could go back to previous pages within the survey to change their responses. 
However, once participants finished the survey and submitted their responses, they were 
not allowed to go back and change their responses. After participants submitted their 
responses they were automatically taken to a separate website where they provided their 
contact information. Participants who completed the survey by the second week of 
December were mailed a $30 gift certificate of their choice, while the participants who 
completed the survey after this date were mailed a $20 gift certificate. 
Results 
Mean Differences 
I began my analysis by first examining whether there were any mean differences 
in the above variables as a function of cohort (younger, older) or sex. A MANOVA was 
conducted with cohort and sex as independent variables and RVB, procedural justice of 
each authority, legitimacy of each authority, social cynicism, legal cynicism, and ATCLS 
as dependent variables. This analysis showed a multivariate effect for cohort (^(10, 429) 
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= 10.93, p <  .001, Wilks' A = .80). However, sex (F(10, 429) = 1.30, n.s., Wilks' A = 
.97) and the interaction between cohort and sex (F(10, 429) = 1.21, n.s., Wilks' A = .97) 
were not significant. Subsequent univariate ANOVAs showed that there were significant 
differences between the younger and older cohort on RVB, parental procedural justice, 
police procedural justice, teacher procedural justice, police legitimacy, and legal 
cynicism. These results are presented in Table 2. 
Table 2. 
Study 1 Mean Differences in Rule-violating Behavior, Procedural Justice, Legitimacy, 
and Cynicism as a Function of Cohort. 
Cohort 
Younger Older Univariate F Tests 
RVB 1.26(2.05) 2.14(2.16) ^(1, 438) = 15.90,p < . 001, >/2 = .04 
Procedural Justice 
Parents 3.86(.94) 4.14(.76) F{ 1, 438) = 1 ] .30 ,p<.0 \ , r] 2 - -= .03 
Police 3.56(.80) 3.41 (.87) F{ 1, 438) = 4.66,p < .05, rj2 = .01 
Teachers 3.76(.82) 3.98(.67) F{\ ,  438) = 9.71,/) < .01, r j 2  = .02 
Legitimacy 
Parents 2.88(.48) 2.83(.42) F{ 1, 438) - .60, n.s., q2 - .001 
Police 2.93(.44) 2.79(.39) F( 1, 438) = 15.12,/? < .001, 72 = .03 
Teachers 2.81 (.43) 2.83(.36) F( 1, 438) = .33, n.s., r;2 = .000 
Cynicism 
Social 3.19(.71) 3.30(.69) F{ 1, 438) = 2.43, n.s., rj1 = .01 
Legal 2.55(.78) 2.34(.70) ^(1, 438) = \§ . \2 ,p  < .01, r j 2  = = .02 
ATCLS - Negative 2.93(.66) 2.98(.61) F{ 1, 438) = .25, n.s., rj1 = .000 
Note: RVB = Rule-violating behavior; ATCLS = Attitudes Towards the Criminal Legal 
System; Standard deviations are presented in paratheses 
The MANOVA showed that the younger cohort (M= 1.26) reported engaging in 
less RVB than the older cohort (M = 2.14). Moreover, they believed that their parents (M 
= 3.86) and teachers (M= 3.76) were less procedurally fair than the older cohort (Parents: 
M= 4.14, Teachers: M = 3.98), although the older cohort (M= 3.41) believed that the 
police were less procedurally fair than the younger cohort (M= 3.56). In addition, the 
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younger cohort ( M =  2.93) perceived the police as legitimate authorities more than the 
older cohort (M= 2.79). Finally, the younger cohort (M = 2.55) reported more legal 
cynicism than the older cohort (M=2.34). 
Bivariate Relations 
The next step in my analyses was to examine the bivariate relations between all 
the variables that were to be used in the primary analyses discussed below. Given the 
mean differences between the two cohorts on many of these variables, correlations were 
conducted separately for the younger cohort and older cohort. While mean differences do 
not automatically necessitate that the bivariate relations between the variables would be 
different as a function of cohort, they did suggest that such a possibility needed to be 
examined before testing the procedural justice model of legal socialization. If the 
bivariate relations between the variables showed marked differences as a function of 
cohort, then the model would need to be tested separately within each cohort. Bivariate 
correlations for both the younger and older cohorts are presented in Table 3. 
Comparing the bivariate relations between the two cohorts showed that most 
correlations were similar in direction and magnitude with a few exceptions. First, there 
were differences in terms of the relations between the control variables (sex, SES, and 
average grades) and RVB. All three of these variables were correlated with RVB in the 
younger cohort, but not in the older cohort. For the younger cohort, girls were less likely 
to engage in RVB, while individuals with higher SES and grades were less likely to 
report engaging in RVB. Second, social cynicism was positively correlated with RVB 
for the older cohort, but not for the younger cohort. However, upon closer inspection, it 
was clear that the correlation was nearly significant for the younger cohort (p - .052) and 
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Table 3. 
Study 1 Bivariate Correlations among Control Variables, Procedural Justice, Legitimacy, Cynicism, and Behavior Separated by 
Cohort. 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 
1. RVB — .06 .18* -.18" -.28 **•  -.30 -  •  ***  -.23 -.27*" -.37*** -.37*" -.39 .14 .38 .15* 
2. Age -.03 — .12 .000 -.08 -.11 -.10 .002 -.03 -.02 .04 -.02 .11 -.03 
3. Sex .05 .10 — .03 -.25*" -.02 .01 -.09 -.09 -.05 -.07 .12 .10 .13 
4. SES -.03 -.08 .02 — .33*" .29"* .15* .24*** .25"* .26"* .27"* -.25*** -.24*" -.22" 
5. Average Grades -.05 -.05 -.12 .13 — .26*** .15* .27*** .22" .24" .27*** -.14 -.31*" -.21" 
6. PJ - Parents -.21" .04 .01 .37*" .05 — .39"* .49*" .72"* .49"* .49*" -.25*" -.31*" -.15* 
7. PJ - Police -.22" .15* -.10 .02 .12 .22" .51*" .41"* .58*" .49*" -.20** -.27*" -.20" 
8. PJ - Teachers -.20" .08 -.02 .24"* .21" .40*** .41*" — .50*" .53*" .72*" -.29**' -.37"' -.27*" 
9. Legitimacy -
Parents -.24*" -.002 .02 .25*" -.01 .66*** .19" .26*" -- .61*** .62*** -.33*" -.39**' -.26*" 
10. Legitimacy -
Police -.34*" .06 -.13* .10 .12 .16* .66"* .43*" .24*" — .73*** -.27*" -.44"* -.40*" 
11. Legitimacy -
Teachers -.19" .12 .01 .13* .08 .29*" .37*** .62'" .37*** .54*" — -.38*" -.43*" -.34*" 
12. Social Cynicism .18" .10 .08 -.17" -.05 -.14* _ _ -.32 -.17* -.17" -.29*" -.14* — .32*" .41*" 
13. Legal Cynicism .33"* .03 -.04 -.18" -.15* -.27*" -.37"* -.27*** -.21" -.38 -.20 .38"' .28"* 
14. ATCLS -
.23*" -.004 .06 -.02 -.03 -.14* -.32*" -.19" -.15* -.39 
_  ^ * * *  
-.29 .36*" .26*** Negative 
'p < .05; " p < .01; "* p< .001 
Note: Younger cohort above diagonal (n = 205); Older cohort below diagonal (n = 235); RVB = Rule-violating behavior; SES = Socio-economic 
status; PJ = Procedural Justice; ATCLS = Attitudes Toward the Criminal Legal System. 
most likely would have been if the younger cohort had the same number of participants 
(and power) as the older cohort. 
As expected, procedural justice for parents, police, and teachers were all 
negatively associated with RVB for both cohorts. Regardless of authority type, 
participants were less likely to report engaging in RVB when they believed authorities 
behaved in a procedurally fair manner. In addition, across the younger and older cohorts, 
perceptions of parents, police, and teachers as legitimate authorities were negatively 
associated with RVB, as hypothesized. Similar to procedural justice, individuals that 
perceived authorities as more legitimate were less likely to report engaging in RVB. As 
predicted, each of the cynicism measures were positively correlated with RVB as well. 
Participants who had higher levels of social cynicism, legal cynicism, and more negative 
ATCLS were more likely to report engaging in RVB. 
Each of the procedural justice measures were also strongly positively correlated 
with all of the legitimacy measures, as predicted, although the correlations were much 
stronger when the authority types matched (e.g., Parental procedural justice<->Parental 
legitimacy). When individuals believed authority figures were procedurally just, 
participants were more likely to perceive them as legitimate authorities. Procedural 
justice and legitimacy for each authority type were also negatively associated with each 
of the cynicism measures, as hypothesized. Individuals that believed authorities were 
procedurally fair and legitimate were less likely to be cynical about social and legal 
issues and have negative ATCLS. 
Potential issues that emerged when examining the bivariate associations were the 
large correlations between procedural justice and legitimacy within each authority type. 
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As shown in Table 3, these correlations were large enough that one might wonder if the 
measures of legitimacy and procedural justice were tapping distinct constructs. From a 
theoretical perspective, these strong correlations are hardly surprising. While there is 
little research on the relation between procedural justice and legitimacy within parenting 
and teaching contexts, there has been extensive research within policing contexts. The 
single reoccurring theme throughout all of this work is that procedural justice is the 
strongest predictor of legitimacy (Smith, 2007; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2001; 
Tyler, 2003; Tyler & Fagan, 2008). For example, in his Annual Psychology review of 
legitimacy and legitimation, Tyler (2006a) only discussed procedural justice as a 
precursor of legitimacy. Unfortunately, the majority of the empirical work does not 
report simple correlations between procedural justice and legitimacy, making it unclear if 
other researchers have encountered this problem; however, those few papers that do 
present such correlations find a similarly high correlation between procedural justice and 
legitimacy shown in the present study (Hinds & Murphy, 2007; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). 
In light of this research, the analysis was continued using the measures separately, as 
presented within the method. 
Bivariate correlations indicated that all of the primary variables of interest were 
related as predicted by the procedural justice model of legal socialization. The next step 
was to examine the extent to which cynicism and legitimacy mediate the relation between 
procedural justice and RVB. These analyses were conducted separately for each type of 
authority using the measures specific to that authority when applicable (i.e., procedural 
justice and legitimacy). Because social cynicism and legal cynicism measures were not 
specifically designated to correspond to particular types of authority, they were included 
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in each set of analyses as potential mediators. However, the ATCLS was only included 
within the analysis testing the model for police authorities as these items are focused on 
negative attitudes toward the legal system specifically. 
In order to examine the potentially mediating effects of legitimacy and cynicism, I 
used structural equation modeling (SEM) to test the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization for parents, police, and teachers. While there are other ways to assess 
mediation (i.e., Baron & Kenny, 1986), 1 decided to use SEM for multiple reasons. First, 
SEM simultaneously estimates the direct and indirect paths between each of the variables 
included in the model, rather than examining regression coefficients from different 
models, as is done in the Baron and Kenny method. Second, SEM can use estimation 
methods that do not require as restrictive assumptions about the shape of distributions in 
outcomes, as opposed to OLS regression which is the typical analysis used in the Baron 
and Kenny method. Third, SEM provides multiple fit indices that will allow for the 
assessment of how well the theoretical models fit the empirical data. 
Because RVB was a count variable (i.e., non-negative integer) that showed a high 
degree of positive skew, typical maximum-likelihood estimation was not the appropriate 
estimation procedure for the following analyses because it assumes multivariate 
normality. Instead, following past research (Rebellon, 2002; Trinkner et al., 2012), 
models were estimated using the weighted-least-squares (WLS) estimation algorithm 
(Browne, 1984). This distribution-free method of estimation did not assume multivariate 
normality among the predictors, but rather assumed normality of the bivariate relations 
among the predictors and outcome. In order to use WLS estimation, a categorical 
variable was created for RVB where any individuals who reported engaging in 10 or 
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more behaviors were collapsed into a single category (only 2% of the entire sample 
reported engaging in more than 10 behaviors) and all other responses were treated as their 
own category (i.e., 0 behaviors, 1 behavior, 2 behaviors, etc.). 
Structural Equation Models 
SEM models were constructed and analyzed with AMOS (Arbuckle, 2007). 
Similar models were specified across all three authority types. In all cases, age, sex, SES, 
and average grades were included as controls. In addition to the controls, procedural 
justice (specific for each authority) was included as an exogenous variable (i.e., variables 
that predicted other variables in the model). Legitimacy, social cynicism, legal cynicism, 
and RVB were added as endogenous variables (i.e., variables that are predicted by other 
variables in the model) with legitimacy and the cynicism measures acting as mediators 
between procedural justice/controls and RVB. The first set of models specified 
procedural justice, legitimacy, and cynicism as latent variables. However, some 
participants did not answer all the items on these measures. AMOS is unable to use WLS 
estimation if there are missing data and subsequently could not test the specified models. 
There were two potential solutions to this problem. The first was to use listwise deletion 
to remove any individuals who did not respond to every item included in the latent 
variables. In this case, such a procedure would have eliminated a substantial minority of 
participants from the analysis. Given the already relatively small sample size in the 
present study, this procedure was unacceptable. The second solution was to remove the 
latent variables from the model and instead enter them as observed variables. Missing 
scores on separate items would not be problematic in this case because overall scores on 
the procedural justice and cynicism measures were computed by taking the average score 
46 
of the non-missing items. If an individual was missing a value on a single item, then 
their score was calculated using the remaining items. Because this procedure did not 
require eliminating participants and allowed the use of WLS estimation, all of the models 
were specified using observed variables as opposed to latent variables. 
The next step in the analyses was to specify two different sets of models. In the 
first set, correlations were specified between all of the exogenous predictors. However, 
the degrees of freedom associated with these models were low. Some researchers have 
argued that fit indices should not be calculated for models that have small degrees of 
freedom (Kenny, Kamiskan, & McCoach, 2011). In these cases, they suggest to change 
the model specification to increase the degrees of freedom. Their data suggest that fit 
indices stabilize at approximately 8 to 10 degrees of freedom for samples containing 400 
or more participants. In light of this argument, a second set of models was specified that 
included correlations only among predictor variables that were actually correlated in the 
sample. These two sets of models were then compared to assess which provided a better 
fit to the empirical data. This comparison revealed that the regression parameter 
estimates between the two sets were similar. However, there were differences in terms of 
which set of models fit the data better (see Table 4). Across all authority types, the set of 
models that only specified correlations among correlated exogenous predictors provided 
better fitting models than those in which correlations were added among all predictors. 
Although the NFI and CFI were largely identical, AGFI and RMSEA were substantively 
better in the former set rather than the latter. Moreover, because AIC was consistently 
smaller in those models that only estimated correlations among correlated predictors, 
only results for these SEM models are presented and interpreted. 
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Cohort differences. The next step was to examine any potential group differences 
between the two cohorts. Previous analyses showed that there were significant mean 
differences between the younger and older cohort on many of the primary variables of 
interest, although the pattern of correlations between the variables within each cohort was 
similar. To assess if the models were different as a function of cohort, each model was 
run separately for the younger cohort and the older cohort. The fit indices from each of 
these models were then compared to the fit indices from the overall models that included 
Table 4. 
Comparison of Fit Indices between Two Sets of SEM Models in Study 1. 
Correlations among all 
predictors 
Correlations among selected 
predictors 
Parent Model 
X\df) 28.47(3)*" 30.97(8)*** 
NFI .91 .91 
CF1 .91 .92 
AGFI .88 .95 
RMSEA .14 .08 
AIC 112.47 104.97 
Police Model 
X * ( d f )  32.89(3)*** 37.12(10)*** 
NFI .87 .86 
CFI .87 .88 
AGFI .86 .95 
RMSEA .15 .08 
AIC 116.89 107.12 
Teacher Model 
24.51(3)*** 29.04(8)*** 
NFI .91 .89 
CFI .91 .91 
AGFI .90 .95 
RMSEA .13 .08 
AIC 108.51 103.04 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .OPT 
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all participants (see Table 5). This comparison revealed that the majority of the fit 
indices across the parent, police, and teacher models were better when the entire sample 
was used than when the models were run separately for each cohort. This was especially 
true for the older cohort as all three of the models provided a particularly poor fit to the 
data. The poor fit of the models for each cohort was unsurprising to some extent, given 
the relatively small samples. Past research indicates that calculating fit indices can be 
problematic when sample size and degrees of freedom are low (e.g., Kenny, Kamiskan, & 
McCoach, 2011; Tanaka, 1987). In light of these findings, only the overall models are 
Table 5. 
Comparison of Fit Indices between models as a Function of Cohort in Study 1, 
Overall Younger Cohort Older Cohort 
n 442 205 237 
Parent Model 
X ( d f )  30.97(8)"* 23.78(9)*** 63.79(12)*** 
NF1 .91 .85 .61 
CF1 .92 .88 .59 
AGFI .95 .94 .88 
RMSEA .08 .09 .15 
AIC 104.97 95.78 129.79 
Police Model 
Am 37.12(10)*" 26.47(9)** 34.47(12)" 
NFI .86 .82 .69 
CFI .88 .84 .71 
AGFI .95 .93 .88 
RMSEA .08 .10 .09 
AIC 107.12 98.47 100.47 
Teacher Model 
Adfl 29.04(8)*" 21.02(9)* 34.28(11)*** 
NFI .89 .84 .67 
CFI .91 .87 .66 
AGFI .95 .94 .86 
RMSEA .08 .08 .10 
AIC 103.04 148.87 102.28 
* p < .05; " p < .01; "* p < .OPT 
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presented and interpreted. However, it should be noted that once the current NHYS data 
collection cycle is completed, the analyses presented here should be reassessed because 
of the expected increase in sample size. 
Parent model. As discussed previously, the parenting SEM model testing the 
procedural justice model of legal socialization included five exogenous control variables: 
age, sex, SES, average grades, and procedural justice for parents. Parental legitimacy, 
legal cynicism, social cynicism, and RVB were included as endogenous variables with 
legitimacy and cynicism mediating the relation between the controls and procedural 
justice and RVB. Bivariate correlations among the entire sample revealed associations 
between procedural justice and SES (r(440) = .33, p < .001) and age (r(440) = .14,/? < 
.01). In addition, average grades were correlated with SES (r(440) = .22, p < .001), sex 
(r(440) = -.19,/? < .001), and procedural justice (r(440) = .16,/? < .01). As such, 
correlations were estimated for these associations. All other correlations were set to zero. 
The specified model (see Table 6) provided an adequate fit to the data Cf2(8)= 
30.97,/? < .001; NFI - .91; CF1 = .92; AGFI = .95; RMSEA = .08). This model 
accounted for 49% of the variance in parental legitimacy (squared-multiple correlation 
(SMR) = .49), 14% of the variance in legal cynicism (SMR = .14), 9% of the variance in 
social cynicism (SMR - .09), and 20% of the variance in RVB (SMR = .20). Both age (/? 
= -.17,/? < .001) and procedural justice (/? = -.17,/? < .001) predicted parental legitimacy. 
Younger participants were more likely to perceive their parents as legitimate authority 
figures. The more participants believed their parents were procedurally fair, the more 
they believed their parents were also legitimate authority figures. In terms of the 
cynicism measures, average grades (fi = -.20,/? < .001) and procedural justice (fi = -.27, p 
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< .001) predicted legal cynicism, while only procedural justice .001) 
predicted social cynicism. Individuals who reported receiving higher grades were less 
likely to be cynical about legal issues. The more participants believed their parents 
Table 6. 
Parameter Estimates, Standard Errors, and Fit Indices for Parent SEM Model in Study 1. 
fl b S.E. 
Parental Legitimacy <r Age -.17*** -.05 .01 
Parental Legitimacy 4- Sex -.03 -.03 .03 
Parental Legitimacy <- SES -.004 -.003 .03 
Parental Legitimacy 4r Avg. Grades -.02 -.01 .01 
Parental Legitimacy 4- PJ - Parents .71*** .37 .02 
Legal Cynicism <- Age -.04 -.02 .02 
Legal Cynicism <r Sex -.03 -.04 .07 
Legal Cynicism <- SES -.04 -.04 .06 
Legal Cynicism 4- Average Grades -.20*** - .11  .03 
Legal Cynicism PJ - Parents -.27*** -.21 .05 
Social Cynicism <- Age -.02 -.01 .02 
Social Cynicism <- Sex .09 .12 .07 
Social Cynicism <- SES -.08 -.07 .05 
Social Cynicism 4- Average Grades -.02 -.01 .02 
Social Cynicism <- PJ - Parents -.24*** -.18 .05 
RVB <r Age .24*** .32 .06 
RVB <- Sex .04 .18 .20 
RVB 4- SES -.01 -.03 .13 
RVB 4- Average Grades -.05 -.08 .09 
RVB 4- PJ - Parents -.04 -.09 .21 
RVB Parental Legitimacy -.19** -.91 .32 
RVB 4- Legal Cynicism .26*** .78 .18 







* p < .05; " p < .01; *** p < .001 
Note: SES = Socio-economic status; PJ = Procedural Justice; RVB = Rule-violating 
behavior 
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behaved in a procedurally just manner, the less likely they were to be cynical about both 
legal and social issues. Finally, age Q3 = .24, p < .001), parental legitimacy (fi = -. 19, p < 
.01), and legal cynicism (ft = .26, p < .001) were the only predictors of engagement in 
RVB. It is also important to note that procedural justice (/? = -.04, n.s.) did not predict 
RVB. Older participants were more likely to report engaging in RVB than younger 
participants. In addition, higher perceptions of parental legitimacy were associated with 
lower engagement in RVB, while greater cynical beliefs about legal issues were 
















* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
Note - Parameter estimates were taken from analyses that included control variables. 
Controls error terms were withheld from the figure to ease presentation. Estimates were 
standardized. Dotted lines indicate non significant paths. 
Figure 2. Parent SEM Model testing the Procedural Justice Model of Legal Socialization 
in Study 1. 
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A graphical representation of the model is shown in Figure 2. For sake of 
parsimony, the figure only shows the relations among the primary variables of interest; 
error terms were also not shown. As predicted, parental procedural justice was associated 
with higher parental legitimacy and lower levels of cynicism about legal and social 
issues. In turn, parental legitimacy was associated with lower engagement in RVB, while 
legal cynicism was associated with higher engagement. These results offer support for 
the procedural justice model of legal socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & 
Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) because the results are consistent with parental 
legitimacy and legal cynicism mediating the relation between parental procedural justice 
and RVB as dictated by the model. Procedural justice was not associated with RVB. 
This indicated that the effect of parental procedural justice on engagement in RVB was 
largely due to its influence on individuals' perception of parental authority and rules. 
Police model. The police model testing the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization was similar to the parent model with a few exceptions. First, police 
procedural justice and police legitimacy were substituted for the parent versions. Second, 
the correlations between the average grades and SES and average grades and sex were 
unchanged, so estimations of their correlations were retained. Additionally, average 
grades was correlated with police procedural justice (r(440) = .13,/? < .01), so that 
correlation was estimated. However, police procedural justice was not correlated with 
any of the other controls; thus these correlations were assumed to be zero. Finally, 
negative attitudes towards the criminal legal system (ATCLS) was added as an additional 
endogenous variable and served as a third measure of cynicism, as well as another 
potential mediator. 
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The resulting model provided a very poor fit to the data. This was puzzling given 
the similarity of this model with the parent model. Because of the poor fit, I decided to 
run a second model that did not contain negative ATCLS, as the inclusion of this variable 
Table 7. 
Comparison of Fit Indices for Police SEM Models with and without Negative ATCLS in 
Study 1. 
With "Negative ATCLS Without "Negative ATCLS 
X 2(dJ) 86.25(13)*** 37.12(10)*** 
NFI .72 .86 
CFI .72 .88 
AGFI .90 .95 
RMSEA .11 .08 
AIC 170.25 107.12 
* p < .05; " p < .01; *** p < .001 
Note: ATCLS = Attitudes Toward the Criminal Legal System 
was the most distinct component that was not present in the test of the parent model. 
This model's fit indices were then compared to those from the model that included 
negative ATCLS (see Table 7). Across all six fit indices assessed, the model that did not 
contain negative ATCLS provided a better fit to the data than the model that did include 
negative ATCLS. In light of this, ATCLS was dropped from further analysis and only 
the model that did not include it as a predictor are presented and interpreted. 
This final model (see Table 8) had a marginal-to-adequate fit to the empirical data 
Cf2(10) = 37.12,p < .001; NFI = .86; CFI = .88; AGFI = .95; RMSEA = .08). In 
particular, NFI and CFI were just below acceptable levels. This model accounted for 
42% of the variance in police legitimacy (SMR = .42), 20% of the variance in legal 
cynicism (SRM = .20), 11% of the variance in social cynicism (SMR = .11), and 19% of 
the variance in RVB (SMR = .19). Age - -.12,p < .01), SES (/? = .12,/? < .01), and 
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Table 8. 
Parameter Estimates, Standard Errors, and Fit Indices for Police SEM Model in Study 1. 
fi b S.E. 
Police Legitimacy Age -.12" -.03 .01 
Police Legitimacy <r Sex -.01 -.01 .03 
Police Legitimacy SES .12" .07 .02 
Police Legitimacy 4r Avg. Grades .04 .01 .02 
Police Legitimacy 4r PJ - Police .62"* .31 .02 
Legal Cynicism Age -.08 -.03 .02 
Legal Cynicism 4- Sex -.05 -.08 .07 
Legal Cynicism 4- SES -.15" -.15 .05 
Legal Cynicism Average Grades -.14" -.08 .03 
Legal Cynicism 4- PJ - Police -.36"* -.30 .05 
Social Cynicism <- Age -.05 -.02 .02 
Social Cynicism <r Sex .06 .08 .07 
Social Cynicism 4r SES -.17*** -.17 .05 
Social Cynicism Average Grades .03 .02 .03 
Social Cynicism PJ - Police -.28*** -.23 .05 
RVB Age .22"* .28 .06 
RVB <- Sex .02 .08 .20 
RVB <r SES -.04 -.12 .15 
RVB 4r Average Grades -.05 -.08 .09 
RVB <r PJ - Police -.09 -.21 .21 
RVB Police Legitimacy -.19** -.95 .31 
RVB <- Legal Cynicism .17* .52 .20 
RVB <- Social Cynicism -.03 -.09 .18 
n 442 





* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
Note: SES = Socio-economic status; PJ 
behavior 
= Procedural Justice; RVB = Rule-violating 
police procedural justice (fi = .62, p < .001) were all significant predictors of police 
legitimacy. The older participants were, the less likely they were to view the police as 
legitimate authority figures. Alternatively, higher SES and greater beliefs that the police 
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behaved in a procedurally fair manner were associated with higher perceptions that the 
police were legitimate authority figures. Police procedural justice (J) = -.36, p < .001) 
was also a significant predictor of legal cynicism, as were SES (ft = -. 15, p < .01) and 
average grades (fi = -.14, p < .01). Greater beliefs that the police were procedurally fair, 
higher SES, and better grades were all associated with less cynicism about legal issues. 
SES (/? - -. 17, p < .01) and police procedural justice (J3 = -.28, p < .01) were also 
significant predictors of social cynicism. Similar to the relations with legal cynicism, 
greater beliefs of procedural fairness and higher SES were both associated with less 
cynicism about social interactions. Finally, age (ft = .22, p < .001), police legitimacy (fl = 
-.19, p < .01), and legal cynicism (J} = -.17, p < .05) were significant predictors of 
engagement in RVB, while police procedural justice (/? = -.09, n.s.) was not a significant 
predictor. 
A graphical representation of the model is shown in Figure 3. Similar to the 
previous figure, Figure 3 only shows the relations among the primary variables of interest 
and omits error terms. The results support my hypotheses. Police procedural justice was 
associated with higher police legitimacy and lower legal and social cynicism. Police 
legitimacy was associated with lower engagement in RVB, while legal cynicism was 
associated with more engagement in RVB. Police procedural justice was not associated 
with RVB. These results supported the procedural justice model of legal socialization by 
replicating the results of Fagan, Piquero, and colleagues (2005, 2005, 2007). They 
showed that both police legitimacy and legal cynicism mediated the relation between 
police procedural justice and engagement in RVB. As predicted by the procedural justice 
model of legal socialization, police procedural justice affected engagement in RVB by 
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influencing how individuals viewed the legitimacy of the police as authority figures and 


















*/> < .05; **/? < .01; < .001 
Note - Parameter estimates were taken from analyses that included control variables. 
Controls and error terms were withheld from the figure to ease presentation. Estimates 
were standardized. Dotted lines indicate non significant paths. 
Figure3. Police SEM Model testing the Procedural Justice Model of Legal Socialization 
in Study 1. 
Teacher Model. The teacher model was identical in all respects to the parent 
model except the teacher versions of procedural justice and legitimacy were included in 
their respective places. The specified model (see Table 9) provided an adequate fit to the 
data (^(8) = 29.04, p < .001; NFI = .89; CF1 = .91; AGFI = .95; RMSEA - .08). The 
model accounted for 47% of the variance in teacher legitimacy (SMR = .47), 16% of the 
variance in legal cynicism (SMR =.16), 10% in social cynicism (SMR = .10), and 19% 
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of the variance in RVB (SMR = .19). Teacher procedural justice .68, p < .001) was 
the only significant predictor of teacher legitimacy. As was the case in the previous 
Table 9. 
Parameter Estimates, Standard Errors, and Fit Indices for Teacher SEM Model in Study 
1. 
P b S.E. 
Teacher Legitimacy <r Age -.07 -.02 .01 
Teacher Legitimacy <r Sex .02 .02 .03 
Teacher Legitimacy <- SES .02 .01 .02 
Teacher Legitimacy 4- Avg. Grades .01 .004 .01 
Teacher Legitimacy <- PJ - Teachers .68*" .37 .03 
Legal Cynicism 4r Age -.05 -.02 .02 
Legal Cynicism <r Sex -.04 -.05 .07 
Legal Cynicism SES -.08 -.08 .05 
Legal Cynicism Average Grades -.13" -.08 .03 
Legal Cynicism <r PJ - Teachers -.31*" -.29 .07 
Social Cynicism <- Age -.02 -.01 .02 
Social Cynicism <- Sex .08 .11 .07 
Social Cynicism <r SES -.13" -.13 .05 
Social Cynicism Average Grades .02 .01 .02 
Social Cynicism PJ - Teachers -.25*** -.22 .05 
RVB Age .27*** .36 .06 
RVB <r Sex .05 .20 .21 
RVB SES -.02 -.05 .14 
RVB <- Average Grades -.02 -.04 .09 
RVB <- PJ - Teachers -.02 -.05 .25 
RVB <- Teacher Legitimacy -.17* -.92 .37 
RVB Legal Cynicism .26*** .79 .19 







* p < .05; ** p < .01; *" p < .001 
Note: SES = Socio-economic status; PJ = Procedural Justice; RVB = Rule-violating 
behavior 
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models, the more individuals believed teachers behaved in a procedurally fair manner, the 
more likely they were to perceive teachers as legitimate authorities. Teacher procedural 
justice (fi= -.31,p < .001) was also a significant predictor of legal cynicism, as were 
average grades (/? = -. 13, p < .01). Greater perceptions that teachers were procedurally 
fair and better grades were both associated with less cynicism about legal issues. SES (ft 
= -.13,/? < .01) and teacher procedural justice (J] = -.25 ,p< .001) were significant 
predictors of social cynicism in that higher scores on each variable were associated with 
less cynicism about social interactions. Finally, age (J3 = .27, p < .001), teacher 
legitimacy (fl = -M,p < .05), and legal cynicism (fi = .26, p < .001) were all significant 
predictors of engagement in RVB. Again, teacher procedural justice (fi = -.02, n.s.) was 
not a significant predictor of RVB. Similar to previous models, older participants were 
more likely to report engaging in RVB, as was the case with higher cynicism about legal 
issues. Additionally, higher perceptions of teacher legitimacy were associated with lower 
engagement in RVB. 
A graphical representation of the teacher model is shown in Figure 4 in the same 
manner as was done with the previous figures. The teacher model provided additional 
support for my hypotheses. As was the case in both of the previous models, procedural 
justice was associated with higher perceptions of legitimacy and lower cynicism about 
legal issues and social interactions. Subsequently, teacher legitimacy was associated with 
lower RVB, while legal cynicism was associated with higher RVB engagement. Again, 
procedural justice did not predict engagement in RVB. These results offered further 
support for the procedural justice model of legal socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; 
Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) and showed that legitimacy and cynicism 
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* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
Note - Parameter estimates were taken from analyses that included control variables. 
Controls and error terms were withheld from the figure to ease presentation. Estimates 
were standardized. Dotted lines indicate non significant paths. 
Figure 4. Teacher SEM Model testing the Procedural Justice Model of Legal 
Socialization in Study 1. 
Discussion 
The results of the present study supported the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) across 
three different types of authority figure, while addressing a major gap in the model. As 
discussed previously, the model has only been validated within legal contexts with legal 
authorities, although research indicates that individuals develop their understanding of 
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rules and social institutions that create/enforce rules from a number of "extra-legal" 
sources (e.g. Darling et al., 2008; Pace & Hemmings, 2007; Tapp, 1976). The present 
study showed that procedural justice and legitimacy were not only important in terms of 
the interactions between police officers and community members and the decision to 
engage in RVB, but that interactions with parents and teachers were important in this 
process as well. This provides further evidence that individuals do not just develop their 
understanding of rules and social institutions from interactions within the legal system, 
but rather use their experiences from interactions with a variety of non-legal authority 
figures. Thus, it suggests that future legal socialization research should not just focus 
solely on legal contexts and issues, but should instead take a broader perspective in trying 
to explain how individuals come to understand rules and the social institutions that create 
and enforce rules. Such a perspective would be vital in developing a more complete 
understanding of the legal socialization process. 
Within each authority, procedural justice was a major predictor of whether 
individuals perceived that authority as legitimate. While this relation is well established 
within the legal sphere (e.g., Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2006b), this is the first study 
to examine the relation within the home and educational spheres. Fondacaro and 
colleagues (1998; 2002) showed that procedural justice was an important factor in 
settling family disputes between parents and children, but they did not examine whether 
this benefit was due to procedural justice's effect on legitimacy. Similarly Darling and 
colleagues (2006; 2007; 2008; 2009) showed that parental legitimacy was an important 
predictor of rule-violation, but they did not examine how procedural justice influenced 
perceptions of legitimacy. The present results provide an important piece to the puzzle in 
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showing that parental legitimacy is largely dependent on the degree to which parents 
behave in a procedurally fair manner and that procedural justice influences engagement 
in rule-violation by affecting individuals' perceptions of legitimacy. Unfortunately, there 
has been little, if any, research on teacher procedural justice or teacher legitimacy. 
Gregory and Ripski (2008) showed that trust in teachers (a major component of 
legitimacy) mediated the relation between teachers using a "relational approach" to 
discipline (similar to procedural justice) and students' engagement in disruptive behavior. 
The model presented here provided a conceptual replication to this model. 
Procedural justice was also a major predictor of both legal and social cynicism 
across all three authority figures. In all cases, when individuals held greater beliefs that 
authorities behaved in a procedural fair manner, they were less likely to be cynical about 
legal and social institutions. This replicated past research showing that police procedural 
justice influenced legal cynicism (e.g., Fagan & Piquero, 2007), but also extended past 
work in two ways. First, the present results indicated that legal cynicism was not just 
dependent on individuals' interactions with legal authorities, but was also influenced by 
the interactions individuals had with other authorities such as parents or teachers. 
Second, the results from Study 1 also showed that procedural justice not only influenced 
cynicism about legal issues, but also had a direct effect on individuals' cynicism about 
social interactions and relationships. However, it is important to note that procedural 
justice did not influence engagement in RVB via its influence on social cynicism, as 
social cynicism did not predict RVB in any of the models presented above. Thus, it 
seems that the decision to engage in RVB may be influenced more by individuals' 
cynicism about legal issues rather than by cynicism about social issues. This result was 
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not unexpected. Social cynicism is a broad concept assessing individuals' negative view 
of people in general and adherence to stereotypes of particular groups (Leung et al., 
2002). While it makes sense that procedurally fair behavior from authorities would 
influence the degree to which individuals have negative views about people and social 
relationships, there is no reason to expect that social cynicism would then influence 
engagement in rule-violating behavior. Indeed, there has been no empirical evidence that 
such a relation even exists between social cynicism and rule-violation. 
Study 1 provided support for the procedural justice model of legal socialization 
(Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Piquero et al., 2005). Most importantly 
the results showed that the model could be applied to non-legal authorities, suggesting 
that legal socialization is a general process that occurs in many distinct areas of 
individuals' lives. However, Study 1 suffered from some limitations. First, it used 
correlational methods, making it impossible to establish any causal effects of procedural 
justice on legitimacy or cynicism. Second, it used measures of procedural justice, 
legitimacy, and cynicism that tapped individuals' general perceptions of these authority 
figures. The use of general measures makes it unclear if all subfactors of procedural 
justice (e.g., voice, impartiality, etc.) are equally important and whether their importance 
is dependent on the particular authority in question. The reliance on general measures 
also makes it unclear if the procedural justice model of legal socialization applies to a 
specific interaction between an authority figure and an individual and how the 
information gained from that interaction is used to make a decision about engaging in a 
specific rule-violating behavior. Finally, Study 1 did not contain cynicism measures that 
were specific to each individual authority. The procedural justice model of legal 
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socialization proposes that the use of fair procedures by an authority will have a direct 
effect on individuals' cynicism about the authority's rules. However, this could not be 
tested in Study 1 because it did not include measures assessing cynicism of parental and 
teacher rules specifically. 
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CHAPTER V 
STUDY 2: EXPERIMENTAL TEST IN AN UNDERGRADUATE SAMPLE 
The primary purpose of Study 2 was to address the limitations of Study 1, while 
further testing if the model could be generalized to non-legal authorities. To address the 
first limitation that Study 1 used correlational methodology, Study 2 used experimental 
methods by developing a series of scenarios describing interactions between three types 
of authority figures (i.e., parents, police, and teachers) and adolescents. Each scenario 
was manipulated so that the authority acted in a procedurally fair or unfair manner. As 
discussed previously, past researchers (e.g., Cohn, White, & Sanders, 2000) indicate that 
two subfactors of procedural justice, voice and impartiality, are differentially important 
depending on the relation between an individual and an authority figure. The scenarios 
developed for the present study manipulated whether the authority did or did not give the 
individual a voice and either did or did not behave impartially. 
In order to address the other two limitations of Study 1 (the use of general 
measures and no authority-specific measures of cynicism), Study 2 employed measures 
of legitimacy and cynicism that were specific to each individual scenario and authority. 
By using situation specific measures in Study 2,1 was able to examine how the 
authority's treatment of the individual in the scenario affected his or her perceptions of 
the authority and the authority's rules within that particular situation. In addition, the 
authority specific cynicism measures allowed an assessment of whether procedural 
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justice had a direct effect on how individuals viewed a particular authority's rules or 
whether it just influenced individuals' general cynicism about rules and social 
interactions (as was shown in Study 1). 
I tested the following hypotheses in this study. First, I hypothesized that across 
all authority types (parents, police, and teachers), participants who read scenarios in 
which the adolescent was given a voice would perceive more procedural justice and 
legitimacy and be less cynical about the authorities' rules than participants who read 
scenarios in which the adolescent was not given a voice. Second, I predicted that, across 
all authority types, participants who read scenarios in which the authority behaved 
impartially would perceive more procedural justice and legitimacy and be less cynical 
about the rules than participants who read scenarios where the authority did not behave 
impartially. 
Third, I predicted that different aspects of procedural justice would be more 
important for different authority types. Based on Thibaut and Walker's (1975) and 
Mashaw's (1983) research showing that voice was especially important in situations 
where an individual had a single interaction with an authority, I hypothesized that voice 
would have a stronger effect on legitimacy and cynicism than impartiality for the 
scenario about police officers because they tend to have limited contact with individuals. 
However, according to Lind and Tyler's (1988; Tyler, 1989; Tyler & Lind, 1992) group-
value model of procedural justice, impartiality is particularly important in situations 
where an individual is motivated to establish long term bonds with an authority figure. I 
hypothesized that impartiality would have a stronger effect than voice on legitimacy and 
cynicism for the scenarios about parents and teachers because these authorities tend to 
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have repeated contact with individuals. Finally, 1 predicted that legitimacy and cynicism 
would mediate the relation between voice and impartiality (two components of 
procedural justice) and the decision to violate a rule as proposed by the procedural justice 
model of legal socialization. Along with the previous predictions, I expected that the 
model would function differently for each authority figure as well. 
Method 
Participants 
Three hundred eighty two undergraduate college students participated in the 
present study. However, seven participants answered the manipulation check questions 
wrong (see results) and were dropped from the analysis. The final sample had 375 
participants. The majority of the sample was female (n = 234, 62.4%). Overall, the 
average student age was 19.74 (SD = 2.35) with 96.5% of the sample reporting they were 
between the ages of 18 and 22 years old. Participants were predominantly white (n = 
339, 90.4%) with other students reporting they were African-American (n = 9, 2.4%), 
Asian-American (n = 7, 1.9%), Hispanic-American (n = 4, 1.1%), or Multiracial (n = 11, 
2.9%). Participants received course credit for participating. 
Design 
The current experiment used a 2 (voice: yes, no) x 2 (impartiality: yes, no) 
factorial survey design. Voice and impartiality were between subject factors. Following 
Cohn, White, and Sanders' (2000) procedures, data were analyzed separately for each 
authority figure. The Factorial Survey Approach involves embedding hypothetical 
situations or scenarios into a survey and asking participants to make some type of social 
judgment (Rossi & Nock, 1982). The scenarios then activate the same behavioral and 
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cognitive scripts one would use to make a social judgment if he or she was actually 
confronted with the situation in real-life (Schlenker, 1980). While it is clear that the 
scenarios do not elicit actual behavior, they do elicit behavioral intentions that are close 
approximations to real behavior. The Factorial Survey Approach is a fairly common 
procedure used in a variety of fields to assess how individuals make social judgments 
(Jasso, 2006). Legal scholars have used this method to study a host of topics associated 
with rule-violating behavior, including judgments of wrongdoing (Hamilton & Sanders, 
1983; 1999), perceptions of distributive and procedural justice (Cohn et al., 2000), 
judgments of responsibility (Hamilton & Sanders, 1992), the effect of culture on 
perceived punishment (Sanders & Hamilton, 1992), and engagement in risky behavior 
(Farrington & Knight, 1980). 
When using this approach, the scenarios are constructed with specific factors 
(hypothesized to influence the social judgments) orthogonally manipulated. In the 
present study, participants each read three scenarios describing an interaction between an 
adolescent and an authority figure (i.e., one about a parent, one about a police officer, and 
one about a teacher). The order in which the scenarios were presented was randomized 
across participants. For example, some participants read the parent scenario first, then 
the police scenario, then the teacher scenario, while others were presented in different 
orders. The orders in which the scenarios were presented were counterbalanced 




To assess how procedural justice influenced participants' perceptions of authority 
legitimacy, cynicism, and intention to engage in rule-violating behavior, participants each 
read scenarios about three different authority figures: a parent, a police officer, and a 
teacher. In all cases, the scenarios described a situation in which an adolescent requested 
permission to do something that violated some type of rule and the authority always 
denied the request in either a procedurally fair or unfair manner. The scenarios were 
developed so that the rule being enforced was specific to each individual authority figure. 
In addition, the sex of both the actor and authority were matched (both male) and held 
constant across all three authority scenarios to eliminate any potential confound(s) that 
may have emerged. A systematic examination of sex differences in this regard was 
beyond the scope of the present study. Following past research (Cohn et al., 2000), the 
procedural justice variables of voice and impartiality were manipulated within each 
scenario. Voice was operationally defined as whether the adolescent had the ability to be 
heard during the interaction and impartiality was operationally defined as whether the 
authority enforced the rule in a fair or unbiased manner. The scenarios (with 
manipulations) are presented in Appendix B. 
Parenting Scenario. In the parenting scenario, the actor asked his father to give 
him permission to go to an out-of-town party even though his parents had a rule that did 
not allow their children to go. The father either attentively listened to the reasons he 
wanted to go (voice) or cut him off and did not let him explain (no voice) and had either 
stringently enforced the rules with his siblings when they were his age (impartiality) or 
played "favorites" and let some of his siblings go to such parties (no impartiality). 
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Police Scenario. In the scenario involving the police, the actor asked a police 
officer to give him permission to play a concert in a local park. However, the police had 
rules that prohibited park usage for this type of activity. The police either listened 
attentively (voice) or cut him off (no voice) and either did not allow anyone else to play 
in the park (impartiality) or allowed other teenagers to play because the police were 
friends with their parents (no impartiality). 
Teacher Scenario. Finally, in the teacher scenario, the actor asked a teacher to 
give him permission to work on an individual research paper with another student, 
although the teacher had a rule against it. The teacher either listened attentively (voice) 
or cut the student off without allowing him to explain (no voice) and either had not 
allowed any other students to work together (impartiality) or had allowed his favorite 
students to work together (no impartiality). 
Measures 
The measures of social desirability, procedural justice, legitimacy, and cynicism 
are presented in Appendix C. 
Demographics. Participants reported their age, sex, race, average grades (1: All 
A's; 9: All F's), and both parents' educational background (1: Less than high school, 6: 
Professional/Graduate Degree). Responses to the average grades item were recoded so 
that higher scores indicated higher grades (M= 7.82, SD = .84, range: 4-9). In addition, a 
proxy of socio-economic status (SES) was created by averaging the two items assessing 
parents' educational background (M = 4.11, SD = 1.28, range: 1-6) 
Manipulation Checks. After each scenario, participants were asked questions 
about the basic plotline of the scenario to ensure that they read them. They were asked 
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what was requested, who requested it, whether the request was denied or granted, and 
who denied or granted the request. All participants who did not correctly answer these 
four questions for each scenario were removed from all analyses. 
Social Desirability. Recent research suggested that the Factorial Survey 
Approach might be susceptible to social desirability because of impression management 
concerns (Eifler, 2010). To address this concern, participants completed the 17-item 
Social Desirability Scale-17 (SDS-17; Stober, 2001). The SDS-17 was specifically 
designed to measure social desirability stemming from attempts at impression 
management. It contains 17 true/false questions (0: False; 1: True) asking individuals if 
they engaged in socially desirable, but improbable behaviors (e.g., "In traffic I am always 
polite and considerate of others"), or socially undesirable, but probable behaviors (e.g., 
"I sometimes litter"). The latter items were reversed coded and responses were summed 
to create a measure of social desirability, with higher scores indicating greater social 
desirability (M= 7.79, SD = 3.27, range: 1-16, a = .70). 
Procedural Justice. To assess participants' overall perceptions of whether the 
authority figures behaved in a procedurally fair manner within each scenario, three items 
were developed to assess procedural justice for each authority figure (e.g., "The way 
Jonathan's father came to his decision was fair"). Respondents rated their agreement 
with each item on a 5-point Likert scale (1: Strongly Disagree; 5: Strongly Agree). 
Responses were averaged with higher scores indicating greater procedural justice (Parent: 
M= 2.93, SD = 1.20, a = .94; Police: M= 3.24,5/)= 1.16, « = .91; Teacher: M=3.08, 
SD - 1.26, a = .94). 
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Legitimacy. To measure participants' perceptions of each authority's legitimacy 
within the scenario, modified versions of each legitimacy scale used in Study 1 were 
created by rewording each item so they assessed participants' perceptions of legitimacy 
within the specific scenario rather than in general (e.g., "Jonathan shouldfollow his 
father's decision in this situation, even if he thinks his father is wrong."). Respondents 
rated their agreement with each item on a 5-point Likert scale (1: Strongly Disagree; 5: 
Strongly Agree). Responses were averaged with higher scores indicating more legitimacy 
(Parent: M= 3.65, SD = .71, a = .91; Police: M= 3.52, SD = .78, a = .91; Teacher: M-
3.62, SD = .71, a = .91). 
Cynicism. To measure participants' cynicism toward the authority's rule in each 
scenario, items were developed based on Sampson and Bartusch's (1998) definition of 
legal cynicism. Their scale measured legal cynicism as an individual's sense that laws 
and rules do not apply in his or her everyday lives. Highly cynical individuals were 
characterized by a belief that behaving in ways outside of the law and community norms 
was both appropriate and reasonable. Using this definition as a starting point, six items 
were developed assessing whether participants approved of the rule, whether it was 
appropriate, whether the rule should be enforced, whether the actor should be punished 
for violating the rule, and whether the rule should apply to the actor in the scenario. 
Items were developed for each authority. Respondents rated their agreement with each 
item on a 5-point Likert scale (1: Strongly Disagree; 5: Strongly Agree). For each 
scenario, items were recoded so higher scores indicated higher cynicism and were then 
averaged (Parent: M= 2.75, SD = .72; a = .84, Police: M= 3.05, SD - .72, a ~ .79; 
Teacher: M= 2.53, SD = .62, a = .88). 
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Behavioral Intention Measures. Two items were used to assess participants' 
beliefs about whether the rule in each scenario should be violated or not. The first item 
(Actor-RVB) asked participants to rate (1: Very Unlikely, 5: Very Likely) how likely it 
would be that the actor in each scenario would violate the rule (e.g., "How likely is it that 
Jonathan will not follow his father's decision and go to the party anyway?"). The second 
item (Own-RVB) asked participants to rate (1: Very Unlikely, 5: Very Likely) the 
likelihood that they would decide to violate the rule if they were in the same situation as 
the actor (e.g., "If you were in the same situation as Jonathan, how likely is it that you 
would not follow the rule and go to the party anyway?''''). Higher scores for both the 
Actor-RVB (Parent: M= 3.42, SD = 1.00; Police: M= 2.63, SD = 1.10; Teacher: M = 
2.87 ,SD= 1.13)  and  Own-RVB (Parent :  M=3.03 ,5D= 1.33;  Pol ice :  M=2. \9 ,SD = 
1.23; Teacher: M= 2.17, SD = 1.27) items reflected a higher likelihood of violating the 
rule. 
Procedure 
Participants in the present study participated in large group testing sessions. All 
experimental procedures were reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board. 
Upon arrival, participants were instructed to put adequate space between themselves and 
other participants to ensure confidentiality. They were given an informed consent form 
and asked to read and sign if they agreed to participate. After all consent forms were 
collected, questionnaires were distributed to all participants. The questionnaires 
contained all the measures described above, as well as three scenarios (one for each 
authority figure). Participants were randomly assigned to voice and impartiality 
conditions, as well as to what order the scenarios would be presented within each 
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condition. Each participant received the same manipulations across all three scenarios. 
For example, if a participant was in the condition that had voice but no impartiality, the 
authorities behaved in the same manner within each scenario. There were between 13 
and 17 participants in each cell. Cell size is presented in Appendix D. After the 
questionnaires were distributed, they were told not to put any identifying information 
anywhere on the questionnaire to maintain confidentiality. A research assistant provided 
verbal instructions and told the participants to raise their hand if there were any 
questions. The questionnaire took approximately 25 minutes to complete. After 
participants were finished, they turned their questionnaire in to the research assistant. 
They were then debriefed, thanked for their time, and dismissed from the study. 
Results 
Means and standard deviations of legitimacy, cynicism, Actor-RVB, and Own-
RVB within each type of scenario (parent, police, and teacher) as a function of voice (0 = 
no; 1 = yes) and impartiality (0 = no; 1 = yes) are presented in Table 10. Because 
different measures were used within each type of scenario (parent, police, and teacher), 
all analyses were conducted separately for each scenario type. 
Manipulation Checks 
The first step in the analysis was to examine the manipulation check questions 
assessing if participants understood the basic narrative storyline within each scenario. 
All participants answered the questions correctly for the parenting scenario. In the police 
scenario, three people incorrectly answered the question asking who made the request. In 
the teacher scenario, one person incorrectly answered the question asking who made the 
request. Two people incorrectly answered the question asking to whom the request was 
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made. One person did not answer the fourth question asking whether the request was 
granted or denied. These participants were eliminated from all analyses (7 total). 
Table 10. 
Study 2 Means and Standard Deviations of Legitimacy, Cynicism, Actor-RVB, and Own-
RVB across Scenario Type as a Function of Voice and Impartiality. 
Conditions Scenarios 
Voice Impartiality Measures Parent Police Teacher 












































































































The next step was to assess if the manipulations of voice and impartiality were 
successful. If the two manipulations were functioning as intended, then one would 
expect individuals who read scenarios in which the actor had a voice would have 
significantly higher procedural justice scores than participants who read scenarios in 
which the actor did not have a voice. The same would be expected for the effect of 
impartiality on procedural justice as well. To examine if this was the case a 2 (voice: 0 = 
no, 1 = yes) x 2 (impartiality: 0 = no, 1 = yes) MANOVA was conducted with procedural 
justice for each scenario type (i.e., parent, police, and teacher) as the dependent variables. 
This analysis showed multivariate effects for both voice (Wilks' A = .74, F(3, 369) = 
42.93,p < .001) and impartiality (Wilks' A = .48, F(3, 369) = 133.99,p < .001). The 
interaction between the two was not significant (Wilks' A = .99, F(3, 369) = 1.49, n.s.). 
Follow up univariate F tests showed that voice had significant effects on 
procedural justice in the parent scenario (F(l, 371) = 46.87,/? < .001), police scenario 
(F( 1, 371) = 92.91 ,p < .001), and teacher scenario (F(l, 371) = 66.10,/? < .001). 
Impartiality also had significant effects on procedural justice in the parent scenario (F(l, 
371) = 204.58,/? < .001), police scenario (F(l, 371) = 46.88,/? < .001), and teacher 
scenario (F(l, 371) = 237.05,/? < .001). Across all scenario types, procedural justice 
scores were significantly higher when the actor was given a voice than when he was not 
given a voice. Similarly, across all scenario types, procedural justice was significantly 
higher when the authority was impartial than when he was partial. These results are 
shown in Figure 5. 
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Order effects 
The next step in the analyses was to examine if the order in which scenarios were 
presented to participants affected their responses on the primary variables of interest 
(legitimacy, cynicism, and behavioral intention). To examine order effects, a One-Way 
MANOVA was conducted separately for each scenario type with order as the 
independent variable and legitimacy, cynicism, Actor-RVB, and Own-RVB as the 
dependent variables. There were no order effects in the parent scenario (Wilks' A = .93, 
F(20, 1214.84)= 1.43, n.s.) or the teacher scenario (Wilks' A = .94, F(20, 1214.84) = 
1.07, n.s.). However, order did have a significant multivariate effect in the police 






Figure 5. Procedural Justice across Parent, Police, and Teacher Scenarios as a 
Function of Voice and Impartiality. 
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Follow up univariate F tests to further explore the effect of order in the police 
scenario revealed that order significantly affected responses on both Actor-RVB (F(5, 
369) = 7.28,p < .001) and Own-RVB (F(5, 369) = 4.51 ,p< .05). Schefife post hoc tests 
for both Actor-RVB and Own-RVB were used to assess if there were any patterns within 
the order effects. Means and standard deviations for both measures across each order are 
presented in Table 11. There was no discernible pattern in the differences between the 
orders when examining participants' responses to whether the actor in the scenario would 
violate the rule (i.e., Actor-RVB). Order 3 was different form order 1, order 2, and order 
5. Order 2 was also different from order 4. In terms of participants' responses to 
whether they would violate the rule if they were in the same situation (i.e. Own-RVB), 
the post hoc test indicated that there were no significant differences between the six 
orders. These results indicated that order effects must be controlled for in further 
analyses predicting behavioral intention within the police scenario. 
Table 11. 
Study 2 Means and Standard Deviations for Actor-RVB and Own-RVB within the Police 
scenario as a Function of Scenario Order. 
Presentation Order 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Actor-RVB 
Own-RVB 













(1.13) (1.20) (1.22) (1.34) (1.20) (1.21) 
Note: different superscripts in a row are significant atp< .05; The different 
presentation orders are described in Appendix B 
Bivariate Relations 
The next step in the analyses was to examine the bivariate relations between the 
control variables, voice, impartiality, legitimacy, cynicism, and behavioral intention for 
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each scenario type. Bivariate correlations were estimated separately for each scenario 
type. The bivariate correlations for the parent scenario are presented in Table 12. In 
terms of the primary variables of interest, voice was uncorrelated with legitimacy, 
cynicism, or either behavioral intention measure. However, impartiality was positively 
correlated with legitimacy and negatively correlated with cynicism, Actor-RVB, and 
Own-RVB. Legitimacy was negatively correlated with cynicism, Actor-RVB, and Own-
RVB. Finally, cynicism was positively correlated with both Actor-RVB and Own-RVB. 
The bivariate correlations for the police scenario are presented in Table 13. 
Unlike the parent scenario, voice was significantly positively correlated with legitimacy 
and negatively correlated with cynicism and Actor-RVB. Impartiality was positively 
correlated with legitimacy only. Similar to the parent scenario, legitimacy was negatively 
correlated with cynicism, Actor-RVB, and Own-RVB. Finally, cynicism was positively 
correlated with both Actor-RVB and Own-RVB. 
The bivariate correlations for the teacher scenario are presented in Table 14. 
Voice was positively correlated with legitimacy only. Impartiality was positively 
correlated with legitimacy and negatively correlated with cynicism and Own-RVB. 
Legitimacy was negatively correlated with cynicism, Actor-RVB, and Own-RVB. 
Lastly, cynicism was positively correlated with Own-RVB. 
Distinguishing Legitimacy and Cynicism Measures 
One potential problem that emerged from the analyses of bivariate relations were 
the high correlations between legitimacy and cynicism across the three scenario types (r's 
= -.59 to -.60). This was expected to some extent because legal scholars have argued that 





Bivariate Correlations among Control Variables, Impartiality, Legitimacy, Cynicism, and Behavioral Intention for Parent Scenario in 
Study 2. 
Age Sex Average Grades SES 
Social 






Sex .09 - -
Average 
Grades -.14** -.29*** — 
SES -.05 .01 -.04 — 
Social 
Desirability -.01 -.02 .09 -.09 — 
Voice -.01 -.05 -.01 .02 
p
 r — 
Impartiality -.01 -.04 .03 -.01 -.02 -.02 — 
Legitimacy .05 -.09 .05 -.01 .09 .08 .24*** — 
Cynicism -.05 -.01 -.05 -.05 -.01 -.004 -.23*** -.59*** - -










-.16** -.27*** .20*** — 
Own-RVB -.06 .12* -.09 -.01 -.16** -.04 -.17** -.48*** .44*** .40*** - -
p < .05; p < .01; p<.001 
Note: SES = socio-economic status; RVB = Rule-violating behavior 
Table 13. 
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Bivariate Correlations among Control Variables, Impartiality, Legitimacy, Cynicism, and Behavioral Intention for Police Scenario in 
Study 2. 
Age Sex Average Grades SES 
Social 






Sex .09 — 
Average 
Grades -.29*" — 
SES -.05 .01 -.04 — 
Social 
Desirability -.01 -.02 .09 -.09 — 
Voice -.01 -.05 -.01 .02 -.03 
— 
Impartiality -.01 -.04 .03 -.01 -.02 -.02 — 
Legitimacy -.01 -.15** .05 .02 .01 .22*** .14** --
Cynicism .09 .01 .02 -.05 .03 -.11* -.05 -.60*** --
Actor-RVB -.12* -.08 .05 .03 -.05 -.10* .06 -.30*** .27*** — 
Own-RVB -.04 .10* -.004 .001 -.04 -.05 i o
 
-.54*** .48*** .54*** --
p < .  05; p < .  01; /?<.001 
Note: SES = socio-economic status; RVB = Rule-violating behavior 
Table 14. 
Bivariate Correlations among Control Variables, Impartiality, Legitimacy, Cynicism, and Behavioral Intention for Teacher Scenario 
in Study 2. 
Age Sex Average Grades SES 
Social 







Sex .09 - -
Average 
Grades -.14" -.29 - -












Impartiality -.01 -.04 .03 -.01 -.02 -.02 — 
Legitimacy .04 -.13" .07 .03 .04 .11* .37*" 
— 
Cynicism -.04 .03 -.04 -.04 -.001 -.05 -.39*** -.59*** 
— 
Actor-RVB -.004 .04 .01 .02 -.04 -.09 -.04 -.21"* .05 — 
Own-RVB -.10* .18*" -.02 .03 -.09 -.01 -.10* -.43*** .23*** .56*" 
— 
p < .  05; p < .  01; p < .  001 
Note; SES = socio-economic status; RVB = Rule-violating behavior 
one's cynical view of the legal system, by definition, will change one's perception of the 
legitimacy of legal authorities and vice versa. However, although they are related, within 
the procedural justice legal socialization model these are distinct theoretical constructs. 
From this perspective the consistently high correlations between legitimacy and cynicism 
were worrisome because they call into question whether these two measures were tapping 
two distinct constructs (i.e., legitimacy and cynicism) or the same construct (e.g., 
perceptions of authority). Due to this theoretical distinction, I decided to examine these 
two measures more extensively to see if they were tapping a single or two distinct 
constructs1. 
Exploratory Factor Analysis. The first step in assessing whether legitimacy and 
cynicism could be differentiated was to perform exploratory factor analysis. Analyses 
were conducted separately for each authority type. These analyses had three goals. The 
first goal was to investigate whether two distinct factors emerged when all legitimacy and 
cynicism items were included in the same analysis. The second goal was to identify any 
overlapping items and subsequently eliminate them when appropriate. The final goal was 
to examine if similar factors structure emerged across the three authority types. 
The factor analyses included all of the legitimacy and cynicism items, using 
reverse coded items where appropriate. Factors were extracted using principal 
components analysis. In all cases, I forced extraction into two components to better 
1 The SEM models presented later were originally examined using legitimacy and 
cynicism specified as latent variables that included all of their respective items. These 
analyses consistently showed that the parameter estimates were similar to those relations 
shown in the bivariate correlations reported earlier. However, across all models, the fit 
indices were far below adequate levels. It was suspected that the poor fit indices were 
due to the high correlations between the legitimacy and cynicism measures. Rather than 
present these models, I decided to examine the measures further using factor analysis. 
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facilitate the emergence of a legitimacy component and a cynicism component. 1 used 
the direct oblimin method of rotation instead of varimax rotation. This oblique method of 
rotation allows for the components to be correlated with each other, rather than forcing 
Table 15. 
Factor Loadings from Exploratory Factor Analysis of Legitimacy and Cynicism Items for 
Each Authority Type in Study 2. 
Parent Scenario Police Scenario Teacher Scenario 
Components Components Components 
1 2 1 2 1 2 
Legitimacy 
Item 1 .83 .07 .80 .08 .07 .77 
Item 2 .87 .15 .86 .19 -.01 .85 
Item 3 .58 -.24 .65 -.08 .57 .28 
Item 4 .74 -.11 .66 - . 1 1  .60 .29 
Item 5 .42 -.24 .53 -.16 .55 .22 
Item 6 .81 .10 .74 -.06 .31 .52 
Item 7 .87 .14 .86 .11 -.16 .95 
Item 8 .86 .05 .88 .08 .04 .84 





Item 10 .80 -.01 .83 .06 .20 .67 
Cynicism 
Item 1 .04 .88 -.06 .85 -.92 .11 
Item 2 .03 .86 -.003 .87 -.93 .24 
Item 3 -.10 .77 -.38 .51 -.78 .02 
Item 4 -.50 .28 -.51 .24 -.56 -.24 
Item 5 -.47 .36 -.57 .13 -.77 -.03 
Item 6 .01 .68 .05 .60 -.72 .02 
SSL 7.37 2.02 7.23 1.72 7.85 1.97 
% of 
Variance 46.03 12.61 45.17 10.76 49.04 12.29 
a .91 .84 .91 .75 .85 .89 
Note: Bolded items reflect retained items; Item wordings for the legitimacy and 
cynicism scales can be found in Appendix C. 
orthogonal components. Given the majority of research strongly suggesting that 
legitimacy and cynicism are highly related (e.g., Kirk & Papachristos, 2011), 
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nonorthogonal rotation seemed to be more congruent with existent research. Finally, 1 
used .50 as my cutoff criterion in determining if an item loaded on a particular 
component. Component loadings for the legitimacy and cynicism items for each 
authority figure are presented in Table 15. It should be noted that item numbers in Table 
15 correspond to the items as they are numbered in Appendix C. Moreover, each 
individual item was reworded to reflect the appropriate authority across authority type. 
Thus, "Legitimacy Item 1" in Table 15 corresponds to the first item in each of the 
legitimacy measures and was the same conceptual item across each of the authorities. 
The factor analyses showed that the parent and police versions of the items had 
similar loading patterns with the majority of the legitimacy items loading on the first 
component and a majority of the cynicism items loading on the second component. Nine 
of the parental legitimacy items loaded on the first component and all 10 of the police 
legitimacy items did the same. In terms of the cynicism items, for both the parent and 
police versions, four items loaded on the second component. However, for the teacher 
version, the component loadings were not as distinct. Six of the teacher legitimacy items 
loaded on the same component, although this was the second component rather than the 
first (as in the parent and police versions). Alternatively, the teacher cynicism items all 
loaded on the first component. In order to provide consistency in the legitimacy and 
cynicism measures across all of the authority types, only those items that consistently 
loaded together across all authority types were retained. These were Items 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 
and 10 for the legitimacy measures and Items 1, 2, 3, and 6 for the cynicism measures. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Exploratory factor analysis suggested that there 
were six distinct legitimacy items across all authority types and four distinct cynicism 
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items. To examine these items further, I used confirmatory factor analysis (see Figure 6) 
to assess if these items tapped distinct (albeit correlated) constructs or if they were better 
represented as all tapping a single construct (e.g., perceptions of authority). The first 
model specified a single latent variable with all ten items (six legitimacy items and four 
Figure 6. 
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Note - L = Legitimacy; C = Cynicism 
Figure 6. Input diagram of SEM models comparing single construct versus dual 
construct models. 
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cynicism items) loading onto that construct. The second model featured two correlated 
latent variables (i.e., legitimacy and cynicism) with items loading onto their appropriate 
construct. These two models were run separately for each authority type. Both models 
used maximum likelihood (ML) estimation, instead of weighted least squares estimation 
(as in Study 1), because the models presented here did not feature count variables. 
Table 16. 
Comparison of Fit Indices between Single Construct and Dual Construct Measurement 
Models in Study 2. 
Single Construct Dual Construct 
Parent Model 
Aif) 620.68(35)*** 128.11(34)*** 
NFI .71 .94 
CFI .72 .96 
TLI .56 .93 
RMSEA .21 .08 
A1C 680.68 190.11 
Police Model 
l\df) 499.31(35)*** 136.13(34)*** 
NFI .78 .94 
CFI .79 .95 
TLI .67 .92 
RMSEA .19 .09 
AIC 559.31 198.13 
Teacher Model 
x\df) 678.88(35)*** 195.48(34)*** 
NFI .69 .91 
CFI .70 .92 
TLI .53 .88 
RMSEA .22 .11 
AIC 738.88 257.48 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
Additionally, similar to Study 1, some participants in the present study had missing data 
on individual items. However, AMOS is able to handle missing data when using ML 
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estimation as long as it is allowed to estimate means and intercepts. In light of this, 
means and intercepts were estimated in the following analyses. 
There were significant differences between the single construct and dual construct 
models in terms of how well each model fit the data within the parent versions = 
492.57,/? < .001), police versions (/2(1) = 363.18,/?< .001), and teacher versions (£2(1) = 
483.40, p < .001). In other words, within each version of the measures, the single 
construct model and the dual construct model did not fit equally well. The fit indices for 
each model across authority type are presented in Table 16. In all cases, the dual 
construct model outperformed the single construct model on all fit indices examined. 
The dual construct model had lower chi-square values, RMSEA, and AIC, as well as 
higher values on NFI, CFI, and TLI. Moreover, the majority of the fit indices for the dual 
construct model indicated that the model fit the data well across authority type, which 
was not the case for the single construct model. 
Bivariate Relations Revisited. These results indicated that legitimacy and 
cynicism could be better differentiated with a subset of the original items rather than all 
of them. Furthermore, they indicated that these items should be represented as tapping 
two distinct correlated constructs, instead of a single overarching construct, when testing 
the procedural justice model of legal socialization (see below). However, before moving 
to these analyses, the correlations between the short version of legitimacy and cynicism 
were re-examined. Recall that these correlations were particularly high with the long 
versions of the measures. If the shorter versions better differentiated between the two 
constructs, one would expect these correlations to be smaller. Bivariate correlations 
between the short forms of the legitimacy and cynicism measures across scenario type are 
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Table 17. 
Bivariate Correlations between Short Forms of Legitimacy and Cynicism Measures in Study 2 across Scenario Type. 
Parental Cynicism Police Cynicism Teacher Cynicism 
Legitimacy Parents Legitimacy Police Legitimacy Teacher 
Parental Legitimacy 
— 
Cynicism - Parents -.39*** 
— 
Police Legitimacy .56*** -.29*** — 
Cynicism - Police -.29*** .40*** -.45*** — 
Teacher Legitimacy .51*** -.19*** .50*** -.23*** — 
Cynicism - Teacher -.35*** .25*** -.31*** .21*** -.47*** — 
M 3.71 2.97 3.94 3.39 3.93 2.41 
SD .77 .79 .79 .80 .71 .84 
a .91 .84 .91 .75 .89 .85 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
presented in Table 17. For each authority, legitimacy and cynicism were still strongly 
negatively correlated (r's = -.39 to -.47,/? < .001). Again, this was not surprising because 
past research (e.g., Kirk & Papachristos, 2011) has shown that legitimacy and cynicism 
are highly related. The problem previously was that the long forms of the legitimacy and 
cynicism were so strongly correlated (r's = -.59 to-.60) that it was unclear if they were 
tapping distinct constructs. Using the new short forms of the measures reduced these 
correlations enough to alleviate this concern to some extent. 
Structural Equation Models 
Preliminary analyses indicated that voice and impartiality were significantly 
associated with legitimacy, cynicism, and behavioral intention in the expected directions. 
Moreover, they also indicated that the patterns of these relations varied depending on the 
authority in question. As predicted for the parent and teacher scenarios, impartiality had 
stronger associations with legitimacy, cynicism, and behavioral intention than voice. 
However, the opposite pattern emerged in the police officer scenario. The next step in 
my analysis was to test the procedural justice model of legal socialization for each 
scenario type by examining if the effects of voice and impartiality on legitimacy, 
cynicism, and behavioral intention remained after including control variables and by 
examining if the new measures of legitimacy and cynicism mediated the relation between 
voice and impartiality and behavioral intention. 
As in Study 1, structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to test the procedural 
justice model of legal socialization within each authority scenario. SEM models were 
constructed and analyzed using AMOS (Arbuckle, 2007) with similar models specified 
across all authority types. Sex, SES, age, average grades, and social desirability were all 
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entered as control variables. Voice and impartiality were also included as exogenous 
predictors, in addition to these controls. An interaction between voice and impartiality 
were not included because the MANOVA results above showed that there were no 
significant interaction effects between voice and impartiality on any of the variables 
across all three scenario types. Legitimacy and cynicism were entered as latent 
endogenous variables mediating the relation between the controls, voice, and impartiality 
and behavioral intention. Based on the previous exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analysis, the short forms of the legitimacy and cynicism measures were used. 
Two different models were conducted for each authority figure. The first model 
included Actor-RVB as the outcome and assessed the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization in terms of whether participants believed that the actor in the scenario would 
violate the rule. The second model used Own-RVB and assessed the procedural justice 
model in terms of whether participants believed they would violate the rule in the 
scenario if they were in the same situation. All correlations among the exogenous 
predictors were specified (except for the correlation between voice and impartiality), 
instead of only among those variables that were correlated as Study 1. Recall that in 
Study 1, all correlations between the predictors were not estimated in order to increase 
the degrees of freedom associated with the fit indices. However, low degrees of freedom 
were not a problem in the present analysis. The SEM models also utilized maximum 
likelihood estimation (ML) rather than WLS estimation (as was used in Study 1). The 
outcome variables used here were not count variables nor were they skewed; thus there 
was no need to use a distribution-free method of estimation. Finally, means and 
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intercepts were estimated because some participants were missing values on individual 
items included in the latent legitimacy and cynicism measures. 
Parent scenario. The parameter estimates, standard errors, and fit indices for the 
two SEM models (i.e., Actor-RVB and Own-RVB) are presented in Table 18. When 
Actor-RVB was the outcome, the model fit the data marginally well (/2(100) = 274.19,/? 
< .001; NFI = .88; CFI = .92; TLI = .86; RMSEA = .07). CFI and RMSEA were 
adequate, but NFI and TLI were slightly below acceptable levels. This model accounted 
for 8% of the variance in parental legitimacy (SMR = .08), 2% of the variance in rule 
cynicism (SMR = .02), and 9% of the variance in Actor-RVB (SMR = .09). Sex (Jj = -
.13,/? < .05), social desirability (J3 = .1 \ ,p < .05), and impartiality (/? = .22, p < .001) 
significantly predicted parental legitimacy. Voice (J3 = .03, n.s.) was not a significant 
predictor. Male participants were less likely than female participants to perceive the 
parent in the scenario as a legitimate authority figure. Higher social desirability was 
associated with higher perceptions of parental legitimacy. Participants who read 
scenarios where the parent made an unbiased decision perceived more parental 
legitimacy than participants who read scenarios where the parent made a biased decision. 
There were no significant predictors of cynicism toward the parental rule. Impartiality (ft 
= -.12,p< .05) and parental legitimacy (/? = -.21,p < .001) were the only significant 
predictor of Actor-RVB. Neither voice (ft - -.04, n.s.) nor parental cynicism (fi = .08, 
n.s.) were significant predictors. Participants who read scenarios where the parent made 
an unbiased decision were less likely to report that the actor in the scenario would violate 
the rule than those who read scenarios where the parent made a biased decision. Finally, 
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Table 18. 




fi b S.E. fi b S.E. 
Parent Legitimacy Sex -.13* -.19 .08 -.13* -.19 .08 
Parent Legitimacy 4- SES -.03 -.02 .03 -.03 -.02 .03 
Parent Legitimacy <- Age .01 .004 .02 .01 .004 .02 
Parent Legitimacy <- Average Grades .002 .001 .05 .002 .001 .05 
Parent Legitimacy <- Social Desirability .11* .02 .01 .11* .02 .01 
Parent Legitimacy <- Voice .03 .04 .07 .03 .04 .07 
Parent Legitimacy Impartiality .22 .30 .07 .22 .30 .07 
Parent Cynicism 4- Sex -.02 -.03 .10 -.02 -.03 .10 
Parent Cynicism SES -.09 -.06 .04 -.09 -.06 .04 
Parent Cynicism Age -.04 -.01 .02 -.04 -.01 .02 
Parent Cynicism <- Average Grades -.07 -.07 .06 -.07 -.07 .06 
Parent Cynicism Social Desirability -.03 -.07 .01 -.03 -.07 .01 
Parent Cynicism Voice -.05 -.08 .09 -.05 -.08 .09 
Parent Cynicism Impartiality -.09 -.15 .09 -.09 -.15 .09 
RVB <-Sex -.05 -.10 .11 .05 .14 .13 
RVB ^SES -.05 -.04 .04 -.02 -.02 .05 
RVB <-Age -.08 -.03 .02 -.07 -.014 .03 
RVB 4-Average Grades -.05 -.06 .06 -.04 -.07 .07 
RVB <-Social Desirability -.06 -.02 .02 -.11* -.05 .02 
RVB <r Voice -.04 -.09 .10 -.02 -.05 .12 
RVB ^-Impartiality -.12* -.23 .10 -.06 -.16 .12 
RVB ^-Parent Legitimacy 
.21~**' -.30 .08 .39*** -.73 .09 
RVB ^-Parent Cynicism .08 .09 .06 .26*** .39 .07 
tw 274.19(100)*** 281.71(100)*** 
N 375 375 
NFI .88 .89 
CFI .92 .92 
TLI .86 .86 
RMSEA .07 .07 
AIC 452.17 459.71 
~i ~~~ + * _ „ * * * „ p<.05; p < .01; p<.001 
Note: SES = Socio-economic status; RVB = Rule-violating behavior 
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more parental legitimacy was associated with a lower likelihood that the actor would 
violate the rule. 
In terms of the model where participants were asked whether they would violate 
the rule in the scenario (i.e., Own-RVB as the outcome), this model provided nearly 
identical fit to the data as the Actor-RVB model (^2(100) = 274.19,/? < .001; NFI = .88; 
CFI = .92; TLI = .86; RMSEA = .07). Once again the model predicted 8% and 2% of the 
variance in legitimacy and cynicism. However, more variance was accounted for in 
Own-RVB (SMR = .29) than in Actor-RVB (SMR = .09). The prediction of the 
mediators was unchanged from the previous model, so the same relations emerged. Sex 
was negatively related to parental legitimacy, while social desirability and impartiality 
were positively related. Again, there were no significant predictors of parental cynicism. 
However, there were differences between the two models in terms of what variables 
p r e d i c t e d  b e h a v i o r a l  i n t e n t i o n .  I n  t h e  O w n - R V B  m o d e l ,  s o c i a l  d e s i r a b i l i t y  { / ?  =  - . 1  \ , p  <  
.05), parental legitimacy (J3 = -.39, p < .001), and parental cynicism (/? = .26, p < .001) 
were significant predictors of behavioral intention. Voice (/? = -.02, n.s.) and impartiality 
(fi = -.06, n.s.) were not significant predictors. Higher social desirability was associated 
with a lower likelihood for participants to report that they would violate the rule. More 
parental legitimacy continued to be associated with a lower likelihood of participants to 
report that they would violate the rules, while higher cynicism about the parent's rule was 
associated with a higher likelihood to violate the rule. 
Graphical representations of both the Actor-RVB and Own-RVB models are 
presented in Figure 7. Both figures only show the relations among the primary variables 




























* p< .05; " p < p < .001 
Note - Parameter estimates are taken from analyses that included control variables. 
Controls and error terms were withheld from the figure to ease presentation. Estimates 
are standardized. Dotted lines indicate non significant paths. 
Figure 7. SEM Models Testing the Procedural Justice Model of Legal Socialization 
within Parental Authority in Study 2. 
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offered partial support for my predictions. As hypothesized, across both models, voice 
did not predict parental legitimacy or parental cynicism. Alternatively, impartiality 
caused higher parental legitimacy, as expected; however, it had no effect on cynicism 
about the parent's rule, contrary to expectations. Higher parental legitimacy was 
associated with a lower likelihood of the rule being broken for both models. In the 
Actor-RVB model, parental cynicism was not associated with behavioral intention; 
however, in the Own-RVB model, higher parental cynicism was associated with a greater 
likelihood of the rule being broken. Similarly, impartiality's effect on behavioral 
intention was also inconsistent across the two models. In the Actor-RVB model, 
participants who read scenarios where the parent acted impartially were less likely to 
report that the actor would violate the rule than participants who read scenarios where the 
parent did not act impartially. 
Police scenario. The specification of the SEM model testing the procedural 
justice model of legal socialization for the police scenario was slightly different than 
those for the parent and teacher scenarios. Recall that the examination of order effects 
showed that the order in which the scenarios were presented had a significant effect on 
both of the behavioral intention measures. In light of this, I created a series of contrasts 
to control these effects. Effect coding was used so that each contrast would compare that 
particular order to the combined effect of all the orders. However, when these contrasts 
were included in the models, the fit indices were particularly poor for both the Actor-
RVB and Own-RVB. As a potential solution to this problem, I decided to run both 
models without including the contrasts. A comparison of the fit indices between these 
models is presented in Table 19. Both the Actor-RVB and Own-RVB models showed 
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better fit across all fit indices examined when contrasts were not included as compared to 
when they were included. Moreover, when the contrasts were not included, the Actor-
RVB and Own-RVB models showed marginal to adequate fit to the data. Similar to the 
models from the parent scenario, NFI and TL1 were slightly below acceptable levels, 
while TLI and RMSEA were adequate. As such, I decided to only present and interpret 
the SEM models that did not include the contrasts assessing order effects in the 
behavioral intention measures. 
Table 19. 
Comparison of Fit Indices for Study 2 Police SEM Models with and without Controlling 
for Order Effects. 
Outcome 
Actor-RVB Own-RVB 



















Not Controlling for Order Effects 












* p < .05; " p < .01; *" p < .001 
Note - RVB = Rule-violating Behavior 
The parameter estimates, standard errors, and fit indices for these models are 
presented in Table 20. When Actor-RVB was the outcome, the model fit fairly well, as 
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Table 20. 




fi b S.E. P b S.E. 
Police Legitimacy 4- Sex -.16** -.25 .08 -.16** -.25 .08 
Police Legitimacy 4- SES .01 .004 .03 .01 .004 .03 
Police Legitimacy 4- Age .12* .04 .02 .12* .04 .02 
Police Legitimacy 4- Average Grades -.02 -.02 .05 -.02 -.02 .05 
Police Legitimacy 4- Social Desirability .03 .01 .01 .03 .01 .01 
Police Legitimacy 4- Voice .08 .12 .08 .08 .12 .08 
Police Legitimacy 4- Impartiality .06 .09 .08 .06 .09 .08 
Police Cynicism 4- Sex .03 .05 .10 .03 .05 .10 
Police Cynicism 4- SES -.02 -.01 .04 -.02 -.02 .04 
Police Cynicism 4- Age -.13* -.05 .02 -.13* -.05 .02 
Police Cynicism 4- Average Grades .04 .04 .06 .04 .04 .06 
Police Cynicism 4- Social Desirability -.02 -.004 .01 -.02 -.01 .01 
Police Cynicism 4- Voice -.15** -.25 .09 -.15** -.25 .09 
Police Cynicism 4- Impartiality .08 .13 .09 .08 .13 .09 
RVB 4-Sex -.14** -.31 .12 .02 .05 .11 
RVB 4-SES .03 .03 .04 .002 .002 .04 
RVB Age .02 .01 .02 .01 .01 .02 
RVB 4-Average Grades .02 .02 .07 .004 .01 .06 
RVB 4-Social Desirability -.04 -.01 .02 -.02 -.01 .02 
RVB 4-Voice -.07 -.15 .11 .02 .05 .10 
RVB ^-Impartiality .07 .15 .11 -.02 -.06 .10 
RVB 4-Police Legitimacy -.33*** -.48 .08 -.56*** -.89 .08 
RVB 4-Police Cynicism .12* .15 .07 .18*** .26 .07 
AdJ) 289.84(100)*** 302.46(100)' 
>** 
n 375 375 
NFI .88 .88 
CFI .92 .92 
TLI .86 .86 
RMSEA .07 .07 
AIC 467.84 480.46 
Note: SES = Socio-economic status; RVB = Rule-violating behavior 
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discussed previously (^(lOO) = 289.874,/; < .001; NFI = .88; CFI = .92; TLI = .86; 
RMSEA = .07). This model accounted for 5% of the variance in both police legitimacy 
(SMR = .05) and cynicism (SMR = .05) and 14% of the variance in Actor-RVB (SMR = 
. 14). Sex (/? = -. 16, p < .01) and age (ft = . 12, p < .05) were the only significant predictors 
of police legitimacy. Neither impartiality (fi = .06, n.s.) nor voice (fi = .08, n.s.) predicted 
police legitimacy, contrary to expectations. Male participants were less likely to view the 
police officer as a legitimate authority than female participants. The older students were, 
the more legitimate they perceive the police officer. In terms of cynicism, age (/? = -. 13, 
p < .05) and voice 0 = -.15,/? < .01) were both significant predictors. Impartiality (fi = 
.08, n.s.) did not affect police cynicism. The younger participants were, the more cynical 
they were about the police rule. In addition, participants who read scenarios where the 
actor was given a voice were less likely to be cynical about the rule than participants who 
read scenarios where the actor was not given a voice. Finally, sex (fi = -.14, p < .01), 
police legitimacy (/? = -.33,/? < .001), and police cynicism (J3- .12, p < .05) were all 
significant predictors of Actor-RVB. Voice (J3 = -.39, p < .001) and impartiality (/? = -
•39, p < .001) did not affect behavioral intention. Male participants were less likely to 
report that the actor would violate the rule than female participants. Higher police 
legitimacy was associated with a lower likelihood to report that the actor would violate 
the rule, while higher cynicism about the rule was associated with a higher likelihood that 
the actor would violate the rule. 
The SEM model with Own-RVB was nearly identical to the Actor-RVB in all 
respects. In terms of model fit, it had similar fit indices except for slight variations in the 
chi-square value and AIC. Again, the model accounted for 5% of the variance in 
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legitimacy and cynicism. In addition, 35% of the variance in Own-RVB (SMR = .35) 
was accounted for by the model. The prediction of the mediators did not change from 
model to model, so these results are identical. Sex was negatively related to police 
legitimacy. Age was positively related to police legitimacy and negatively related to 
police cynicism. Impartiality was not related to either legitimacy or cynicism, as 
expected. Voice was unrelated to police legitimacy, but it was negatively related to 
police cynicism. When Own-RVB was entered as the outcome, results were similar to 
when Actor-RVB was used as the outcome. Sex {fi = .02, n.s.) was no longer a 
significant predictor, but both police legitimacy {fi = -.56, p < .001) and police cynicism 
{fi = .18,p < .01) were significant predictors of whether participants would report that 
they would violate the rule if they were in the same situation. Neither voice (fi = .02, 
n.s.) nor impartiality {fi - -.02, n.s.) predicted Own-RVB. Participants who reported 
higher police legitimacy and lower cynicism toward the rule were more likely to report 
that they would not violate the rule if they were in the same situation. 
Graphical representations of both the Actor-RVB and Own-RVB models are 
presented in Figure 8. Both figures only show the relations among the primary variables 
of interest and omit error terms. These models offered mixed support for my hypotheses. 
As expected, impartiality had no effect on legitimacy, cynicism, or behavioral intention 
in the police scenarios. However, voice caused lower cynicism toward the police rule, as 
expected, but did not affect police legitimacy, unexpectedly. As predicted, police 
legitimacy and cynicism toward the rule predicted both measures of behavioral intention 




























*p< .05; **/? < .01; < .001 
Note - Parameter estimates are taken from analyses that included control variables. 
Controls and error terms were withheld from the figure to ease presentation. Estimates 
are standardized. Dotted lines indicate non significant paths. 
Figure 8. SEM Models Testing the Procedural Justice Model of Legal Socialization 
within Police Authority in Study 2. 
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examined, higher legitimacy was always associated with a lower likelihood of engaging 
in RVB, while higher cynicism was always associated with a higher likelihood. 
Teacher scenario. The SEM models testing the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization in the teacher scenario were specified in the same manner as the models in 
the parent scenario, although the teacher models included items reflecting perceptions of 
teacher legitimacy and cynicism about the teacher's rule. The parameter estimates, 
standard errors, and fit indices for the two SEM models (i.e., Actor-RVB and Own-RVB) 
are presented in Table 21. Fit indices were nearly identical across both models with only 
chi-square and A1C showing slight variations. Both models provided a marginal-to-
adequate fit to the empirical data. While CFI (.90) and RMSEA (.08) were within 
acceptable levels, NFI (.87) and TLI (.83) were below usual standards. When Actor-
RVB was the outcome, 9% of the variance in teacher legitimacy (SMR = .09), 17% of the 
variance in rule cynicism (SMR = .17), and 7% of the variance in Actor-RVB (SMR = 
.07) were accounted for in the model. Impartiality was the only significant predictor of 
teacher legitimacy (fi - .26, p < .001) and teacher cynicism (/? = -.40,p < .001). 
Participants who read scenarios where the teacher acted impartially were more likely to 
perceive the teacher as a legitimate authority and be less cynical about the teacher's rule 
than participants who read scenarios where the teacher did not act impartially. In this 
model, teacher legitimacy {fi = -A7,p < .01) was the only significant predictor of 
behavioral intention. Neither voice (fi = -.05, n.s.) nor impartiality (fi = -.10, n.s.) 
significantly predicted Actor-RVB. The more participants perceived the teacher as a 
legitimate authority, the less likely they were to report the actor would violate the rule. 
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Table 21. 




ft b S.E. ft b S.E. 
Teacher Legitimacy <- Sex -.10 -.13 .07 -.10 -.13 .07 
Teacher Legitimacy 4- SES .002 .001 .03 .002 .001 .03 
Teacher Legitimacy Age .08 .02 .01 .08 .02 .01 
Teacher Legitimacy 4- Average Grades .01 .01 .04 .01 .01 .04 
Teacher Legitimacy Social 
Desirability .07 .01 .01 .07 .01 .01 
Teacher Legitimacy Voice .001 .001 .07 .001 .002 .07 
Teacher Legitimacy 4- Impartiality .26*'* .33 .07 .26*** .33 .07 
Teacher Cynicism Sex .02 .04 .11 .02 .04 .11 
Teacher Cynicism <- SES -.04 -.03 .04 -.04 -.03 .04 
Teacher Cynicism Age -.001 .00 .02 -.001 .001 .02 
Teacher Cynicism Average Grades -.01 -.01 .06 -.01 -.01 .06 
Teacher Cynicism <- Social Desirability -.06 -.02 .02 -.06 -.02 .02 
Teacher Cynicism Voice -.07 -.15 .10 -.07 -.15 .10 
Teacher Cynicism Impartiality -.40*** -.81 .10 -.40*** -.81 .10 
RVB <-Sex -.04 -.09 .11 .07 .20 .14 
RVB <-SES -.04 -.03 .04 -.03 -.03 .05 
RVB <-Age -.07 -.03 .02 -.07 -.04 .03 
RVB <-Average Grades -.06 -.07 .06 -.06 -.09 .08 
RVB 4-Social Desirability -.07 -.02 .02 -.14 -.06 .02 
RVB Voice -.05 -.10 .10 -.03 -.07 .13 
RVB 4-Impartiality -.10 -.20 .11 -.04 -.12 .15 
RVB ^-Teacher Legitimacy -.17" -.27 .09 -.20*** -.41 .11 
RVB <-Teacher Cynicism .06 .06 .06 .18** .23 .07 
319 .27(100)' 328 .17(100)' k** 
n 375 375 
NFI .87 .87 
CFI .90 .90 
TLI .83 .83 
RMSEA .08 .08 
AIC 497.27 506.17 
* p <.05; ** p < .01; ***p<.001 
Note: SES = Socio-economic status; RVB - Rule-violating behavior 
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In the Own-RVB model, prediction of the mediators remained unchanged from 
the previous model accounting for 9% of the variance in legitimacy (SMR = .09) and 
17% of the variance in cynicism (SMR = .17). In addition, 14% of the variance in own-
RVB (SMR = .14) was accounted for by the model. Again, impartiality had a positive 
effect on legitimacy and a negative effect on cynicism. Unlike the previous model, both 
teacher legitimacy (ft = -.20, p < .001) and teacher cynicism (ft = .18,/? < .01) predicted 
behavioral intention. Neither voice (ft = -.03, n.s.) nor impartiality (ft = -.04, n.s.) 
predicted behavioral intention in this model. Higher teacher legitimacy was associated 
with a lower likelihood of participants reporting that they would violate the rule if they 
were in the situation. Conversely, higher cynicism about the teacher's rule was 
associated with a higher likelihood of participants reporting that they would violate the 
rule. 
Graphical representations of both the Actor-RVB and Own-RVB models are 
presented in Figure 9. The figures only show the relations among the primary variables 
of interest and omit relations among controls and error terms. These models offered 
strong support for my predictions. Voice had no effect on either teacher legitimacy or 
teacher cynicism. Impartiality caused higher teacher legitimacy and less cynicism about 
the teacher's rule. In addition, the more the teacher was perceived as a legitimate 
authority figure, the less likely participants were to report that the rule would be violated 
(regardless of what behavioral intention measure was used). Teacher cynicism had 
inconsistent relations with behavioral intention. It was unassociated with Actor-RVB; 
however it was associated with a greater likelihood of participants reporting that they 




























*p< .05; **p< .01; *'*p< .001 
Note - Parameter estimates are taken from analyses that included control variables. 
Controls and error terms were withheld from the figure to ease presentation. Estimates 
are standardized. Dotted lines indicate non significant paths. 
Figure 9. SEM Models Testing the Procedural Justice Model of Legal Socialization 
within Teacher Authority in Study 2. 
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Discussion 
In general, the results of Study 2 supported the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005). This 
model hypothesizes that when authorities behave in a procedurally fair manner, 
individuals are more likely to perceive those authorities as legitimate and be less cynical 
about their rules. The influence of procedural justice on rule-violating behavior is then 
mediated by both legitimacy and cynicism. Overall, the results showed that the 
manipulation of voice and impartiality (two components of procedural justice) was 
associated with higher legitimacy and lower cynicism across three types of authority 
figures: Parents, police officers, and teachers. These findings replicated past research 
showing that when authorities behaved in a procedurally fair manner, individuals were 
more likely to perceive them as legitimate authorities (e.g., Sunshine & Tyler, 2003) and 
were less cynical about their rules (e.g., Carr, Napolitano, & Keating, 2007). The 
bivariate correlations showed that impartiality was strongly associated with both 
legitimacy and cynicism for both the parent and teacher scenario, while voice was 
strongly associated with legitimacy and cynicism for the police scenario. Unfortunately, 
these results were not as consistent in the SEM analyses. In the parent scenario, 
impartiality only predicted parental legitimacy, but not cynicism. The opposite was true 
for the police scenario where voice predicted cynicism, but not legitimacy. The SEM 
model for the teacher scenario provided the most consistent results with impartiality 
predicting both legitimacy and cynicism. 
In addition, the present results showed that perceptions of authority legitimacy 
and cynicism about authorities' rules are important legal socialization variables. Across 
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all authorities, legitimacy was associated with lower behavioral intentions to violate a 
rule. Similarly, cynicism about the authorities' rules was associated with higher 
behavioral intentions to violate the rules. While these associations were consistent across 
the analyses of bivariate correlations, they were variable within the SEM analyses. In 
these analyses, higher legitimacy was always associated with lower intentions to violate a 
rule across all three authority types. 
However, the relation between cynicism and intention to violate a rule was 
inconsistent in comparison to the relation between legitimacy and intention. When 
assessing whether participants would violate the rule if they were in the same situation, it 
was clear that cynicism was an important factor because low cynicism was associated 
with low Own-RVB across all three scenario types. Conversely, cynicism did not seem 
to be as important a factor in the SEM models examining whether participants believed 
the actor would violate the rule (i.e., Actor-RVB). While cynicism predicted Actor-RVB 
in the police scenario, it was not a significant predictor in either the parent or teacher 
scenarios. Taken together, these results provide mixed support for past research showing 
higher perceptions of legitimacy (e.g., Tyler & Huo, 2002) and less cynical attitudes 
about rules (e.g., Kirk & Papachristos, 2011) were associated with less rule-violating 
behavior. 
In terms of the mediational pathways predicted by the model, the present results 
provided mixed support for the procedural justice model of legal socialization (Fagan & 
Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005). In the parent model, 
legitimacy did mediate the relation between impartiality and behavioral intention to some 
extent, but cynicism did not appear to be an important factor. Alternatively, the police 
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model indicated that police cynicism mediated the relation between voice and intention to 
violate a rule, but that legitimacy was not as important because voice did not affect 
perceptions of legitimacy. The teacher model showed the strongest support for the 
procedural justice model of legal socialization in that both teacher legitimacy and teacher 
cynicism mediated the relation between impartiality and behavioral intention. 
The present results also provided evidence that the procedural justice model of 
legal socialization applied to authorities and situations outside the legal world. Support 
for the model was found across all three authority types (parents, police, and teachers). 
These findings replicated past research by developmental (e.g., Fondacaro et al., 1998) 
and educational (e.g., Gregory & Ripski, 2008) psychologists showing that procedural 
justice and legitimacy of parents and teachers were important predictors of rule-violating 
behavior. The present findings emphasized that legal socialization did not just occur 
within the legal world, but occurred in many areas of individuals' lives (Levine & Tapp, 
1977; Tapp, 1976). 
Although support was found for the procedural justice model across all three 
types of authority, it functioned differently for parents and teachers than for police 
officers in terms of which component of procedural justice was most important. For 
parents and teachers, impartiality was more of a key component than voice. In the parent 
scenario, voice was not correlated with legitimacy, cynicism, or behavioral intention, but 
impartiality was moderately-to-strongly correlated with these three variables. Similarly, 
in the SEM analyses, voice did not predict any of the variables of interest, while 
impartiality was a significant predictor of legitimacy. A similar pattern emerged in the 
teacher scenario. Voice was weakly correlated with legitimacy only, but impartiality was 
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strongly correlated with both legitimacy and cynicism. SEM analyses showed similar 
results in that voice did not predict either legitimacy or cynicism, while impartiality 
affected both legitimacy and cynicism. These findings support the group-value model of 
procedural justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988) that argues impartiality will be particularly 
important in situations where an individual is motivated to maintain long-term bonds with 
the authority, as is usually the case with parents and teachers. 
However, the opposite pattern of results emerged within the police scenario. In 
these cases, voice was more important than impartiality. Impartiality was weakly 
correlated with legitimacy, but voice was correlated with legitimacy, cynicism, and 
Actor-RVB. SEM analyses were not as consistent, but followed a similar pattern. 
Impartiality had no effect on legitimacy or cynicism. Conversely, voice was negatively 
associated with police cynicism. These results support Thibaut and Walker's (1975) and 
Mashaw's (1983) argument that voice will be most important in situations where there is 
more focus on short-term service of a client, as is usually the case with police officers. 
One concern that emerged from the results was the inconsistent effects of voice 
and impartiality in the SEM analyses. As dictated by the procedural justice model of 
legal socialization, both legitimacy and cynicism should have mediated the relations 
between the two procedural justice factors (i.e., voice and impartiality) and intention to 
violate a rule. In the present analyses, this did not consistently occur across the three 
scenarios. In the parent scenario, neither factor predicted cynicism, while neither factor 
predicted legitimacy in the police scenario. In the teacher scenario, impartiality predicted 
both legitimacy and cynicism as one would expect. These inconsistent patterns most 
likely resulted from the measures used for legitimacy and cynicism. 
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As discussed above, legitimacy and cynicism were highly correlated. Exploratory 
and confirmatory factor analysis was used to create short versions of the legitimacy and 
cynicism measures that better differentiated between the two constructs to some extent. 
The bivariate correlations clearly showed that voice and impartiality were both related to 
legitimacy and cynicism with impartiality being the more important factor for parents and 
teachers and voice the more important factor for police2. Recall that those correlations 
were conducted before the measures were shortened and reflected the relations among the 
long forms of the measures. Given the consistent findings from the bivariate correlations 
and the inconsistent findings in the SEM analyses, it appeared that shortening the 
measures actually attenuated the relations between voice and impartiality and legitimacy 
and cynicism. 
While one could argue that the legitimacy measures may be at fault instead of the 
cynicism measures, I believe that the cynicism measures were faulty. First, similar 
legitimacy measures used here have been established and used in previous research (e.g., 
Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Trinkner et al., 2012), while the cynicism measures have not 
been previously validated. Second, across all three types of authority scenarios, the 
2 In addition to the bivariate correlations, MANOVAs were also conducted within each 
scenario type as an alternative procedure to examine the effect of voice and impartiality 
on legitimacy, cynicism, and behavioral intention. These results were not presented 
previously to reduce redundancy. However, they were consistent with the findings from 
the correlations. For the parent scenario, impartiality showed a significant multivariate 
effect (F(4, 368) = 8.02, p < .001), while voice did not (F(4, 368) = 8.02, p < .001). In 
the police scenario, both voice (F(4, 368) = 5.97, p < .001) and impartiality (F(4, 368) = 
3.20, p < .05) showed significant effects, although voice (rj2 = .06) had a much stronger 
effect than impartiality (r;2 = .03). Similarly, in the teacher scenario, voice (F(4, 368) = 
2.71,/? < .05) and impartiality (F(4, 368) = 21.59,/? < .001) had significant multivariate 
effects with impartiality (r]2 = .19) having a much stronger effect than voice {rj1 = .03). 
Across all scenarios, univariate effects of voice and impartiality on legitimacy, cynicism, 
and behavioral intention mirrored the findings from the correlations. 
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legitimacy measures had higher reliabilities than the cynicism measures. This was true of 
both the short and long versions of cynicism and legitimacy. Third and most importantly, 
the legitimacy measures had consistently strong effects in the parent, police, and teacher 
scenarios, while the cynicism measures did not. Consequently, the cynicism measures 
were most likely faulty. Future research using the experimental procedures developed 
here should create a new set of cynicism measures that do not overlap with the legitimacy 
measures, if possible. 
Study 2 showed additional support for the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005). In 
addition to showing that the model could be applied to non legal authorities, it also 
indicated that the model functioned differently depending on the authority in question. 
However, there were limitations of Study 2. First, it used a convenience sample of 
college students. It is unclear if the results could be generalized to a community sample 
of adolescents and young adults that includes both college and non college students. 
Second, the results of the analyses assessing mediation in Study 2 were somewhat 
inconsistent. This was most likely due to the measures of rule cynicism that were used. 
As discussed previously, within each scenario type legitimacy and cynicism were highly 
correlated. When these scales were shortened to decrease the correlations, the subsequent 
tests of mediation were inconsistent. In some cases, impartiality or voice would predict 
legitimacy but not cynicism, while in other cases the opposite was true (predicted 
cynicism, but not legitimacy). Moreover, cynicism was an inconsistent predictor of the 
behavioral intention to violate the rule across the three scenarios as well. 
I l l  
CHAPTER VI 
STUDY 3: EXPERIMENTAL TEST IN A COMMUNITY SAMPLE 
The primary purpose of Study 3 was to address the limitations of Study 2 by 
replicating the major findings from Study 2 while providing more consistent findings. To 
do this, two changes were made to the experimental procedures. First, a community 
sample of adolescents and young adults (similar to the sample in Study 1) was used 
instead of college students (as was used in Study 2). This sample allowed for an 
assessment of whether the model could be generalized to a community sample. Second, 
new measures of cynicism (discussed below) for each authority were created because of 
the problems with the cynicism measures in Study 2. Other than these two exceptions, 
the procedures in the present study were largely identical to Study 2. 
The same hypotheses tested in Study 2 were tested here as well. In terms of the 
experimental manipulations, I predicted that participants in the voice condition would 
rate all three authorities as more procedurally fair and more legitimate and that they 
would be less cynical about the authorities' rules and have lower intentions to violate the 
rules than participants in the no voice condition. Similarly, participants in the 
impartiality condition would rate all three authorities as more procedurally fair and more 
legitimate, while being less cynical about the rules and having lower intentions to violate 
the rules than participants in the no voice condition. However, I expected that different 
aspects of procedural justice would be more/less important depending on the specific 
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authority in question. Based on previous research (Cohn, White, & Sanders, 2000; Lind 
& Tyler, 1989; Mashaw, 1983; Thibaut & Walker, 1975), I predicted that impartiality 
would have stronger effects than voice on legitimacy, cynicism, and behavioral intention 
in the parent and teacher scenarios, while voice would have stronger effects than 
impartiality in the police scenario. Additionally, I hypothesized that, across all three 
authority types, legitimacy would be negatively associated with the intention to violate a 
rule and cynicism would be positively associated with intention to violate a rule. Finally, 
I predicted that legitimacy would mediate the relation between voice and impartiality and 
intention to violate a rule. 
Method 
Participants 
Three hundred sixty one participants from the New Hampshire Youth Study 
(NHYS; see Cohn et al., 2010; Trinkner et al., 2012; Van Gundy et al., 2011) participated 
in this study. All individuals had previously completed phase 8 of the NHYS discussed 
in Study 1. However, twelve people were removed from all analyses because they 
incorrectly answered the manipulation check questions (see below). All participants 
previously had completed phase 8 of the NHYS. Because data collection on the present 
study is ongoing, the data presented here only included participants who completed the 
study as of March 13th, 2012. Of the remaining 349 participants, there were 159 high 
school student participants (11th grade, A/age = 16.36, SD = .52) and 190 graduated 
participants (2 years removed from high school, Mage = 19.34, SD = .50). Sex and racial 
composition between the older and younger cohort were similar with 67.6% (n = 236) of 
the sample being female and 86.8% (n = 303) reporting they were Caucasian. Upon 
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completing the study, participants were given a choice to receive a $20 gift certificate 
from one of three options: a national bookstore, an on-line shopping website, or a credit 
to their university student account (when possible/available). 
Design 
The current experiment used the same 2 (voice: yes, no) x 2 (impartiality: yes, no) 
factorial survey design that was used in Study 2 with one important exception. In the 
present study participants completed the factorial survey using an online survey provider 
(Survey Monkey). The software used by the survey company provider allowed for the 
randomization of scenarios; however, it did not record which order the scenarios were 
presented. Because of this, participants were asked after each scenario if this was the 
first, second, or third scenario they read. By following this procedure, the order in which 
the scenarios were presented for each participant was recorded. 
As was the case with Study 2, there were six different possible presentation 
orders. These orders are described in Table 22, along with the number of participants 
who viewed each order. There were 13 individuals that either did not answer all three of 
the questions assessing scenario order or repeated responses (e.g., said that both the 
police and parent scenarios were the second scenario presented). In these cases, it was 
impossible to discern which order they received, so they are not included in Table 22. 
These participants were not removed from any analyses (except for order effects) because 
they were not missing any other data. There were no significant differences (x (5) = 4.36, 
n.s.) in the number of people that were randomly assigned to each individual order 
despite the differences in the frequencies. 
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Table 22. 
Description of All Possible Scenario Presentation Orders and the Number of Participants 
•who Received Each Order in Study 3. 
n 
Scenario Presentation 
First Scenario Second Scenario Third Scenario 
Order 1 55 Parent Police Teacher 
Order 2 68 Parent Teacher Police 
Order 3 60 Police Parent Teacher 
Order 4 53 Police Teacher Parent 
Order 5 51 Teacher Police Parent 
Order 6 49 Teacher Parent Police 
Materials 
The same scenarios used in Study 2 were used in the present study (see Appendix 
B). Findings from Study 2 indicated that the manipulations within each individual 
scenario were effective; thus, the scenarios were not changed. 
Measures 
The majority of the measures used in Study 2 were used in the present study. The 
manipulation check questions and the measures of social desirability, procedural justice, 
legitimacy and behavioral intention (Actor-RVB and Own-RVB) did not change from 
Study 2 (See Appendix C). Scores on these measures were created in the same manner as 
they were in Study 2. Descriptive statistics for the entire sample are presented in Table 
23. The new measures used in this study are described below. 
Demographics. Demographics were largely similar to those used in Studies 1 and 
2 with one exception. Age, sex, race, average grades and parents' educational 
background were included, as they were with Study 2. However, the three items from 
Study 1 assessing participants' perception of their financial situation were also included. 
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These three items along with the two items assessing parents' educational background 
were standardized and averaged using the same procedures discussed in Study 1. 
Table 23. 
Descriptive Statistics for Control Variables, Procedural Justice, Legitimacy, and 
Behavioral Intention (Actor-RVB and Own-RVB) in Study 3. 
M SD Min Max a 
Control Variables 
Average Grades 7.76 1.22 2.00 9.00 — 
SES 3.78 .79 1.40 5.20 .70 
Social Desirability 10.67 3.41 .00 17.00 .74 
Procedural Justice 
Parent 3.00 1.15 1.00 5.00 .93 
Police 3.12 1.23 1.00 5.00 .93 
Teacher 3.07 1.30 1.00 5.00 .95 
Legitimacy 
Parent 3.71 .72 1.00 5.00 .94 
Police 3.62 .73 1.00 5.00 .92 
Teacher 3.64 .79 1.00 5.00 .94 
Actor-RVB 
Parent 3.24 1.00 1.00 5.00 
Police 2.69 1.03 1.00 5.00 — 
Teacher 2.84 1.12 1.00 5.00 
Own-RVB 
Parent 2.41 1.34 1.00 5.00 — 
Police 2.02 1.20 1.00 5.00 — 
Teacher 2.09 1.30 1.00 5.00 — 
Note - SES = Socio-economic Status; RVB = Rule-violating Behavior; Descriptive 
statistics for SES are based on the non-standardized versions of each item contained in 
the measure; Min & Max are observed values. 
Cynicism. As discussed previously, the cynicism measures used in Study 2 were 
problematic because they were highly correlated with the measures of legitimacy and 
contained items that overlapped with the legitimacy items. Because of this, a new set of 
cynicism items were developed for the present studies. Past literature measuring 
cynicism were examined to identify potential items that could be reworded to reflect 
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individual authorities and could be applied to a specific rule. Five items (for each 
authority) were developed to better tap participants' attitudes toward the social norms 
underlying rules rather than rules themselves (e.g., "The family rule overly limits 
personal freedom"). Respondents rated their agreement with each item on a 5-point 
Likert scale (1: Strongly Disagree-, 5: Strongly Agree). For each scenario, items were 
averaged with higher scores indicating higher cynicism (Parent: M= 2.75, SD = .72; a = 
.84, Police: M= 3.05, SD = .72, a = .79; Teacher: M= 2.53, SD = .62, « - .88). The full 
scale for each authority figure is presented in Appendix E. 
Procedure 
All procedures used in this study were approved by the Institutional Review 
Board. Surveys were administered using Survey Monkey, an online survey provider. 
With the software provided by Survey Monkey it was impossible to create a single survey 
that would randomly assign participants to the voice and impartiality conditions. To 
accomplish random assignment, four online surveys were created with each survey 
having the appropriate manipulations within each scenario (i.e., Survey 1: yes voice, yes 
impartiality; Survey 2: yes voice, no impartiality; Survey 3: no voice, yes impartiality; 
Survey 4: no voice, no impartiality). Participants for this study were identified after they 
completed the most recent phase of the NF1YS. Once they completed the NHYS, 
stratified random assignment by sex and cohort was used to separate participants into 
four groups: Younger cohort men, younger cohort women, older cohort men, older 
cohort women. Participants from each group were then randomly assigned to one of the 
four different surveys discussed above. This procedure was done to help ensure that 
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approximately equal numbers of men/women and younger/older participants were 
included in each of the conditions. Cell size is presented in Appendix F. 
After participants were assigned to a condition, they were contacted via e-mail 
about participating in a second part of the NHYS. In addition to sending e-mail 
solicitations, two rounds of regular mail solicitations were sent to participants who were 
not responding to the e-mail requests. These solicitations asked them if they would like 
to participate in a second part of the NHYS and notified them that they would receive a 
$20 gift certificate from a vendor of their choice for completing the survey. The 
solicitations contained a link to a survey that corresponded with the condition to which 
they were assigned. In addition, they were also given an identification number that 
corresponded to the identification number used in the NHYS. 
Upon accessing the link provided in the solicitation, participants were first asked 
to provide the identification number given in the solicitation. They were not allowed to 
move further in the survey unless they provided this number. The survey contained all 
measures described above as well as three scenarios (one for each authority figure). The 
order in which the scenarios were presented was randomized as discussed above. Similar 
to Study 2, participants received the same manipulations across all three scenarios. 
Participants were given as much time as they needed to complete the survey. They were 
allowed to skip questions if they chose to (except for providing an identification number) 
and they could go back to previous pages within the survey to change their responses. 
However, once participants finished the survey and submitted their responses, they were 
not allowed to go back and change them. Completing the survey took approximately 30 
minutes on average (M~ 31.47, SD = 11.50). After participants completed the survey, 
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they were automatically taken to a completely different webpage not associated with the 
survey where they provided their contact information. 
Results 
Means and standard deviations of legitimacy, cynicism, Actor-RVB, and Own-
RVB within each type of scenario (parent, police, and teacher) as a function of voice and 
impartiality are presented in Table 24. As was done in Study 2, analyses were conducted 
separately for each scenario type because different measures were used within each type 
of scenario. 
Manipulation Checks 
The first step in the analysis was to examine the manipulation check questions 
assessing participants' understanding of the basic narrative storyline within each 
scenario. Five participants incorrectly answered at least one of the manipulation check 
questions in the parent scenario. Four additional participants also had incorrect answers 
in the police scenario. Finally, three more participants answered at least one of the 
questions incorrectly in the parenting scenario. All of these participants were eliminated 
from subsequent analyses (12 total). 
In addition to examining if participants understood the storylines within each 
scenario, participants' perceptions of the procedural fairness exhibited by each authority 
was also examined. If the voice and impartiality manipulations are having the desired 
effect, then participants have rated the authorities as more procedurally fair when they 
read scenarios where the actor had a voice and the authority was impartial than in 
scenarios where the actor did not have a voice and the authority was not impartial. To 
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Table 24. 
Study 3 Means and Standard Deviations of Legitimacy, Cynicism, Actor-RVB, and Own-
RVB across Scenario Type as a Function of Voice and Impartiality. 
Conditions Scenarios 





















































































































examine if this was the case, a 2 (voice: 0 = no, 1 = yes) x 2 (impartiality: 0 = no, 1 = 
yes) MANOVA was conducted with procedural justice for each scenario type (i.e., 
parent, police, and teacher) as the dependent variables. This analysis showed 
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multivariate effects for both voice (Wilks' A = .69, F(3, 337) = 49.56,p < .001) and 
impartiality (Wilks' A = .47, F(3, 337) = 125.93, p < .001). There was also a significant, 
although weak, interaction between voice and impartiality (Wilks' A = .97, F{3, 337) = 







Figure 10. Main Effect of Voice and Impartiality on Procedural Justice in the Police and 
Teacher Scenarios in Study 3. 
Follow up univariate tests showed that voice had significant effects on procedural 
justice in the parent scenario (F( 1, 339) - 78.81,p < .001), police scenario (F( 1, 339) = 
94.19,/? < .001), and teacher scenario (F(l, 339) = 89.23, p < .001). Impartiality also had 
significant effects on procedural justice in the parent scenario (F(l, 339) = 239.85, p < 
.001), police scenario (F(l, 339) = 77.24, p < .001), and teacher scenario (F(l, 339) = 
290.62, p < .001). The interaction between voice and impartiality was significant in the 
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parent scenario (F(l, 339) = 9.46,p < .01), but was not significant in the police scenario 
(F(l, 339) = 2.14, n.s.) or the teacher scenario (F( 1, 339) = 1.07, n.s.). 
The main effects of voice and impartiality in the police and teacher scenarios are 
presented in Figure 10. Across both scenarios, participants who read scenarios in which 
the actor was given a voice rated the authority as more procedurally fair than participants 
who read scenarios where the actor was not given a voice. Additionally, for both 
scenarios, participants who read scenarios where the authority acted impartially rated the 
authority as more procedurally fair than participants who read scenarios where the 
authority did not act impartially. 
Figure 11. 
voice 
• Impartiality Yes 
• Impartiality No 
Figure 11. Interaction between Voice and Impartiality on Procedural Justice in the 
Parent Scenario in Study 3. 
In the parent scenario, both voice and impartiality had significant main effects. 
Participants rated the parent as more procedurally fair when the actor was given a voice 
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and the authority acted impartially than when the actor was not given a voice and the 
authority did not behave impartially. However, these main effects were qualified by an 
interaction between voice and impartiality (see Figure 11). The figure shows that 
impartiality had a greater effect on procedural justice than no impartiality in conditions 
where the actor was also given a voice (yes impartiality: M- 4.23, no impartiality: M= 
2.56) compared to conditions where the actor was not given a voice (yes impartiality: M 
= 3.14, no impartiality: M= 2.04). 
Order Effects 
The next step in the analysis was to examine if the order in which scenarios were 
presented to participants affected legitimacy, cynicism, and behavioral intention within 
each scenario. As discussed above, for 13 participants it was impossible to discern what 
order the scenarios were presented. These participants are not included in the analysis of 
order effects. A One-Way MANOVA was conducted separately for each scenario type 
with order as the independent variable and legitimacy, cynicism, Actor-RVB, and Own-
RVB (specific to each authority) included as dependent variables. There were no order 
effects in the parent scenario (Wilks' A = .95, F(20, 1085.486) = .93, n.s.), the police 
scenario (Wilks' A = .92, F(20, 1085.486) = 1.44, n.s.), or the teacher scenario (Wilks' A 
= .95, F(20, 1085.486) = .85, n.s.). Because no order effects emerged, order was not 
controlled for in any of the subsequent analyses. 
Bivariate Relations 
Previous analyses indicated that the experimental manipulations were functioning 
as expected. Before formally testing the procedural justice model of legal socialization, 
bivariate relations among all variables included in subsequent analyses were examined 
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Table 25. 
Bivariate Correlations among Control Variables, Impartiality, Legitimacy, Cynicism, and Behavioral Intention for Parent Scenario in 
Study 3. 
Age Sex Average Grades SES 
Social 





Sex -.02 — 
Average 
.04 -.12* Grades 
SES .01 .08 .29*** --
Social 
-.01 -.09 .16** .09 Desirability 











-.05 .17** .17** .22*** .13* .25*** 
--
Cynicism .06 .02 -.21*** -.19*** -.21*** -.08 -.23*** ,. *•* -.64 — 
Actor-RVB .03 1 o
 
-.03 -.01 -.07 -.11* -.11* -.23 .17" — 
Own-RVB .10 .04 -.13* -.16** -.32 -.04 -.03 « ~*** -.48 .50*** .34*** 
* p<.05;** pc.Ol;*** p<.001 
Note: SES = socio-economic status; RVB = Ruie-violating behavior 
Table 26. 
Bivariate Correlations among Control Variables, Impartiality, Legitimacy, Cynicism, and Behavioral Intention for Police Scenario in 
Study 3. 
Age Sex Average Grades SES 
Social 







Sex -.02 — 
Average 
.04 -.12* Grades 
SES .01 .08 .29 — 
Social 
-.01 -.09 .09 .16 _ _  Desirability 
Voice .04 -.05 .05 .04 .05 - -
Impartiality -.08 -.004 -.01 .01 .01 .003 - -
Legitimacy -.22*** -.08 .03 .04 .25*** .24*** .19*** — 
Cynicism .11* .03 -.20*** -.15** -.24*** -.13* -.04 -.50*** — 
Actor-RVB .08 .07 .03 .12* -.12* -.09 -.02 -.28*** .40*** — 
Own-RVB .16" .14* -.16** -.03 -.27*** .01 -.07 -.46*** .42*** .41*** — 
f —r*— 
P < 05; p <.01; "*/*<.001 
Note: SES = socio-economic status; RVB = Rule-violating behavior 
Table 27. 
Bivariate Correlations among Control Variables, Impartiality, Legitimacy, Cynicism, and Behavioral Intention for Teacher Scenario 
in Study 3. 
ASe Sex Grade? SES Desirability Voice lmPartialily Legitimacy Cynicism ^ 
Age 
Sex -.02 — 
Average 
Grades .04 -.12* — 
SES .01 .08 .29*" — 
Social 
Desirability -.01 -.09 .16" .09 — 
Voice .04 -.05 .05 .04 .05 — 
Impartiality -.08 -.004 -.01 .01 .01 .003 
- -
Legitimacy .05 -.11* .17" .17** .18" .22*** .36*** - -
Cynicism -.10 .06 -.25*** -.18" -.16" -.14* -.32*** -.55' 
Actor-RVB -.07 .01 -.02 1 o
 
-.08 -.11* -.13* -.34' 
Own-RVB -.02 .11' -.24 -.21*" ~ *** -.20 -.13* -.22*** -.54' 
'p < .05; " p < .01; '"/><•001 
Note: SES - socio-economic status; RVB = Rule-violating behavior 
separately for each individual authority. The bivariate correlations for the parent scenario 
are presented in Table 25. In terms of the primary variables of interest, voice was weakly 
positively correlated with legitimacy and negatively correlated with Actor-RVB. 
Impartiality was positively correlated with legitimacy and negatively correlated with 
cynicism and Actor-RVB. Legitimacy was negatively correlated with cynicism and both 
measures of behavioral intention, while cynicism was positively correlated with both 
measures of behavioral intention. 
The bivariate correlations for the police scenario are presented in Table 26. Voice 
was positively associated with legitimacy and negatively associated with cynicism, while 
impartiality was positively correlated with legitimacy. As was the case in the parent 
scenario, perceptions of police legitimacy were negatively associated with cynicism, as 
well as both behavioral intention measures. Conversely, cynicism was strongly 
positively associated with both measures of behavioral intention. 
The bivariate correlations for the teacher scenario are presented in Table 27. In 
terms of the primary variables of interest, both voice and impartiality were positively 
associated with perceptions of legitimacy. Moreover, both were also negatively 
correlated with cynicism, Actor-RVB, and Own-RVB. Once again, legitimacy was 
negatively associated with cynicism, in addition to being negatively related to both 
Actor-RVB and Own-RVB. Finally, cynicism was negatively related to both measures of 
behavioral intention. 
Distinguishing Legitimacy and Cynicism Measures 
Despite developing new measures of rule cynicism for each authority, legitimacy 
and cynicism were highly correlated with each other across scenario type (r's = -.50 to -
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.64). This is the same problem that emerged in Study 2. Because of these high 
correlations, 1 decided to examine the legitimacy and cynicism measures further to assess 
if the measures could be better differentiated as was done in Study 2. This assessment 
utilized the same analyses that were used in Study 2. Briefly, exploratory factor analysis 
was used on all of the legitimacy and cynicism items to examine the factor structure 
across all three scenario types and to examine if the legitimacy and cynicism items loaded 
on two distinct constructs. Following these analyses, confirmatory factor analysis was 
conducted assess whether the items were best represented as tapping two distinct 
constructs or one single construct. 
Exploratory Factor Analysis. Factors were extracted using principal components 
analysis. Extraction was always forced into two components to better facilitate the 
emergence of a legitimacy component and a cynicism component. Once again, direct 
oblimin rotation was used to allow the extracted components to be correlated with each 
other and .50 was used as the cutoff criteria in determining if an item loaded on a 
particular factor. Component loadings for the legitimacy and cynicism items are 
presented in Table 28. It should be noted that item numbers in this table correspond to 
the items as they are numbered in Appendices C and E. Moreover, each individual item 
was reworded to reflect the appropriate authority for each authority type. This means that 
"Legitimacy Item 1" in Table 28 corresponds to the first item in each of the legitimacy 
measures and was the same conceptual item across each of the authorities. 
The factor analyses showed nearly identical component structures across all three 
scenarios. In the parent scenario, 9 of the 10 items loaded on the first component. While 
Item 5 did not meet the .50 cutoff criterion, it was very close (.46). All 5 of the cynicism 
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Table 28. 
Factor Loadings from Exploratory Factor Analysis of Legitimacy and Cynicism Items for 
Each Authority Type in Study 3. 
Parent Scenario Police Scenario Teacher Scenario 
Components Components Components 
12 1 2 12 
Legitimacy 
Item 1 .89 .03 .59 -.29 .69 -.20 
Item 2 .93 .15 .71 -.14 .81 .01 
Item 3 .65 -.23 .88 .18 .92 .12 
Item 4 .67 -.26 .87 .08 .91 .09 
Item 5 .46 -.28 .81 .17 .81 .07 
Item 6 .65 I o
 
.55 -.25 .66 -.15 
Item 7 .95 .17 .65 -.16 .79 .02 
Item 8 .86 -.03 .64 -.26 .76 -.17 
Item 9 .67 -.22 .83 .05 .80 -.01 
Item 10 .84 -.02 .78 -.07 .81 -.12 
Cynicism 
Item 1 -.24 .56 -.24 .54 -.17 .67 
Item 2 .11 .83 -.20 .48 -.05 .70 
Item 3 .003 .80 .10 .86 .09 .87 
Item 4 -.18 .65 .01 .84 -.02 .86 
Item 5 -.03 .85 .04 .87 .01 .86 
SSL 8.11 1.58 6.93 2.02 8.20 1.86 
% of Variance 54.07% 10.54% 46.17% 13.56% 54.66% 12.40% 
a .93 .84 .93 .79 .95 .88 
Note: Bolded items reflect retained items; Items wordings for the legitimacy scales can 
be found in Appendix C; Item wordings for the cynicism scales can be found in 
Appendix E. 
items loaded together on the second component. For the police versions of the items, all 
10 legitimacy items loaded on the first component. Four of the 5 cynicism items loaded 
on the second component. While Item 2 was close (.48), it did not meet the cutoff 
criterion. Finally, in the teacher scenario, all 10 legitimacy items loaded on the first 
component, while all 5 cynicism items loaded on the second component. These findings 
indicated that all the legitimacy items were loading on a single component. I decided to 
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retain all 10 legitimacy items. Although Item 5 in the parent scenario did not meet the 
cutoff criterion, it was still retained because it was close to .50 and clearly did not load 
onto the second component. In addition, all 5 legitimacy items were retained. Although 
Item 2 in the police scenario did not meet the cutoff criterion, similar to legitimacy Item 5 
discussed previously, it was still retained for the same reasons as legitimacy Item 5. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Exploratory factor analysis indicated that the 
legitimacy items and cynicism items loaded on separate components. Next, confirmatory 
factor analysis was used to investigate whether these items tapped two distinct (albeit 
correlated) constructs or if they were subcomponents of a single construct. This 
confirmatory factor analysis followed the exact procedures used in Study 2 (refer to 
Figure 6). This analysis revealed significant differences in model fit between the single 
construct model and the dual construct model within the parent versions Ctf2(l) = 289.79, 
p < .001), the police versions (j2( 1) = 368.47, p < .001), and the teacher versions (x2( 1) = 
487.30, p<. 001). 
The fit indices for each model across authority type are presented in Table 29. In 
all cases, the dual construct model had lower chi-square values, RMSEA, and AIC, as 
well as higher values on NFI, CFI, and TLI. However, despite showing better fit than the 
single construct model, the dual-construct model did not provide adequate fit to the data 
either. NFI, CFI, TLI, and RMSEA were not within acceptable levels for any of the 
scenario types. This was unexpected given the consistent findings in the exploratory 
factor analysis indicating that the legitimacy and cynicism items were tapping distinct 
constructs. 
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It was decided that the legitimacy and cynicism measures would not be changed 
from their original forms in subsequent analyses for three reasons. First, the original 
Table 29. 
Comparison of Fit Indices between Single Construct and Dual Construct Measurement 
Models in Study 3. 
Single Construct Dual Construct 
Parent Model 
X*(dJ) 807.83(90)*" 518.04(89)*** 
NFI .79 .86 
CFI .80 .88 
TLI .74 .84 
RMSEA .15 .12 
AIC 897.83 610.04 
Police Model 
Adf) 1145.97(90)*** 777.50(89)*** 
NFI .65 .77 
CFI .67 .78 
TLI .56 .71 
RMSEA .18 .15 
AIC 1235.97 869.50 
Teacher Model 
fw 1227.36(90)*** 740.06(89)*** 
NFI .71 .83 
CFI .72 .84 
TLI .63 .79 
RMSEA .19 .15 
AIC 1317.36 832.06 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .OOi 
forms had good internal reliability. Second, the exploratory factor analyses suggested 
that all items should be retained across all three scenarios. Finally, despite the poor fit 
indices in the confirmatory factor analyses, these items were best represented as tapping 
two distinct correlated variables instead of a single construct. 
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Mediation Analyses 
Preliminary analysis indicated that voice and impartiality were significantly 
associated with legitimacy, cynicism, and behavioral intention in the predicted directions. 
They also indicated that the patterns of these relations were different depending on the 
authority in question. The next step in the analyses was to test the procedural justice 
model of legal socialization for each scenario type by examining if voice and impartiality 
affected intention to violate a rule via their effects on perceptions of legitimacy and 
cynicism toward the rule. These analyses were first conducted using SEM following the 
procedures outlined in Study 2. However, the resulting SEM models provided a poor fit 
to the empirical data. Despite changing model specification multiple times, no set of 
models emerged that provided even marginal fit to the data. These analyses are described 
in greater detail in Appendix G. Because of the inability to establish properly fitting 
models, it was decided to test the procedural justice model of legal socialization using an 
alternative procedure for assessing mediation effects. 
The Baron and Kenny (1986) method, utilizing OLS regression, was used to test 
for mediation. According to Baron and Kenny, to test for mediation one must first 
establish that the predictors (exogenous variables) have a direct influence on the outcome 
(Model 1). In their original conception, they argued that this requirement had to be 
satisfied before investigating indirect effects via the hypothesized mediators. However, 
more recently, researchers have argued that this requirement is too conservative and 
unduly constricts the test (Hayes, 2009; MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004; 
Williams & MacKinnon, 2008). They argued that indirect effects can and should be 
estimated using Baron and Kenny's method (particularly if the predictive paths have 
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opposite signs), even if significant direct effects of the predictors on the outcome are not 
established. As such, in the analyses described below, indirect effects were still 
estimated regardless of whether there were significant paths from the predictors to the 
outcome. The second step in Baron and Kenny's method is to examine if the predictors 
are significantly associated with each of the mediators (Models 2 & 3). In the final step, 
both the predictors and mediators are included in the same model predicting the 
dependent variable. To the extent that the mediators are associated with the outcome and 
the predictors are associated with the mediators, the results would support mediation. 
Finally, Sobel (1982) tests are used to examine if the indirect effects from the predictors 
to the outcomes via the mediators are significant. Sobel tests for all the subsequent 
analyses are shown in Table 30. 
The procedural justice model of legal socialization was tested across all three 
scenarios using both Actor-RVB and Own-RVB as outcomes. In order to reduce 
redundancy, only the analyses where Own-RVB was the outcome are interpreted, 
although both sets of analyses are presented in their respective tables. The Own-RVB 
models were selected for interpretation because regressions where they were the outcome 
consistently accounted for more variance in behavioral intention than the Actor-RVB 
models. The only major difference in the results between the Actor-RVB and Own-RVB 
analyses was that rule cynicism did not predict Actor-RVB across any of the authority 
types, but was a significant predictor of Own-RVB across all three authority types. This 
difference is discussed later in the paper. 
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Table 30. 
Sobel Tests of Indirect Paths across Scenario Type and Outcome in Study 3. 
Indirect Paths z 
Parent Scenario 
Impartiality -> Legitimacy -> Actor-RVB -2.33* 
Impartiality -> Cynicism -> Actor-RVB -.44 
Voice -> Legitimacy -> Actor-RVB -1.69 
Voice -> Cynicism -> Actor-RVB -.42 
Impartiality -> Legitimacy -> Own-RVB -3.24** 
Impartiality Cynicism -> Own-RVB -3.46*** 
Voice Legitimacy -> Own-RVB -1.53 
Voice -> Cynicism Own-RVB -1.18 
Police Scenario 
Impartiality Legitimacy -> Actor-RVB -2.71 
Impartiality -> Cynicism -> Actor-RVB .44 
Voice -> Legitimacy -> Actor-RVB -3.27** 
Voice -> Cynicism Actor-RVB .66 
Impartiality -> Legitimacy -> Own-RVB -2.92** 
Impartiality -> Cynicism -> Own-RVB -.57 
Voice -> Legitimacy -> Own-RVB -3.68*** 
Voice -> Cynicism Own-RVB -1.91+ 
Teacher Scenario 
Impartiality Legitimacy -> Actor-RVB -4.28 
Impartiality -> Cynicism -> Actor-RVB -.10 
Voice Legitimacy -> Actor-RVB -3.24** 
Voice Cynicism -> Actor-RVB -. 10 
Impartiality Legitimacy -> Own-RVB -5.03*** 
Impartiality -> Cynicism Own-RVB -3.22** 
Voice -> Legitimacy -> Own-RVB -3.53*** 
Voice Cynicism Own-RVB -1.96* 
< .055; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***/>< .001 
Note: RVB = Rule-violating Behavior 
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Parent Scenario. The regression results for the parent scenario are presented in 
Table 31. As discussed above, the first step was to assess if voice and impartiality had 
significant direct effects on behavioral intention, net of controls (Model 1). This 
regression was significant (F(7, 341) = 7.42,/? < .001, r2 - .13). SES and social 
desirability were both negatively associated with Own-RVB; however, neither voice (ft = 
-.02, n.s.) nor impartiality (ft = -.02, n.s.) had significant direct effects on the participants' 
reports of the likelihood that they would violate the rule if they were in the same situation 
as the actor. 
The next step was to examine if voice and impartiality predicted parental 
legitimacy (Model 2) and cynicism (Model 3) after accounting for age, sex, average 
grades, SES, and social desirability. The regression predicting legitimacy was significant 
(F(7, 341) = 9.29,/? < .001) and accounted for 16% of the variance in legitimacy scores. 
Both voice (fi= .11 ,p< .05) and impartiality (ft = .24,/? < .001) significantly affected 
legitimacy. Participants who read scenarios where the actor was given a voice or when 
the authority behaved impartially were more likely to perceive the parent as a legitimate 
authority than participants who read scenarios where the actor was not given a voice or 
when the authority did not behave impartially. 
The regression predicting cynicism was also significant (F(7, 341) = 8.41,/? < 
.001) accounting for 15% of the variance in cynicism scores. Voice (ft = -.06, n.s.) was 
not a significant predictor, but impartiality (ft = -.22, p < .001) was a strong negative 
predictor cynicism. Participants who read scenarios where the parent behaved impartially 
when making a decision were less likely to be cynical about the rule than participants 
who read scenarios were the parent was not impartial. 
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Table 31. 
OLS Regressions Testing the Procedural Justice Model of Legal Socialization in the 
Parent Scenario in Study 3 using the Baron and Kenny (1986) Method. 
Outcome 
RVB Legitimacy Cynicism RVB 
Predictors (Model 1) (Model 2) (Model 3) (Model 4) 
Actor- Age .02 -.07 .05 .01 
RVB Sex -.04 -.03 -.002 -.05 
Average Grades -.02 ,10t -.14** .003 
SES .01 .12* -.12* .04 
Social Desirability -.07 .18*** -.17** -.03 
Voice -.11* .11* -.06 -.08 
Impartiality -,10f .24*** -.22*** -.05 
Parent Legitimacy — 
- - - - -.19** 
Parent Cynicism 
- - - - - - .03 
F 1.53 9.29*** 8.41*** 2.65** 
df 7, 341 7, 341 7, 341 9,339 
R2 .03 .16 .15 .07 
Own- Age .10' -.07 .05 .06 
RVB Sex .02 -.03 -.002 .02 
Average Grades -.04 .10t -.14** .03 
SES -.12* .12* -.12* -.05 
Social Desirability -.30*** .18*** -.17** -.20*** 
Voice -.02 .11* -.06 .02 
Impartiality -.02 .24*** -.22*** .12* 
Parent Legitimacy ~ - - — -.25*** 
Parent Cynicism — — — .32*** 
F 7.42 9.29*** 8.41*** 20.56 
df 7, 341 7, 341 7, 341 9, 339 
R2 .13 .16 .15 .35 
fp<.06; *p< .05; **p< .01; ***/?<.001 
Note: RVB = Rule-violating Behavior; Parameter estimates are standardized 
Finally, the regression predicting Own-RVB with all predictors and mediators 
entered (i.e., Model 4) was significant (F(9, 339) = 20.56,/? < .001) and accounted for 
35% of the variance in Own-RVB. Impartiality was a significant positive predictor of 
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Own-RVB. Parental legitimacy (/? = -.25, p < .001) and parental cynicism (fi = .32, p < 
.001) were both strong predictors with the former negatively associated and the latter 
positively associated with Own-RVB. The more participants perceived the parent as a 
legitimate authority, the less likely they were to report that they would violate the rule if 
they were in the same situation, while high cynicism about the parent rule was associated 
















*p< .05; **p< .01; ***p< .001 
Note - Parameter estimates are taken from analyses that included control variables. 
Controls were withheld from the figure to ease presentation. Estimates are standardized. 
Dotted lines indicate non significant paths. 
Figure 12. Baron and Kenny (1986) Test of the Procedural Justice Model of Legal 
Socialization using Own-RVB within Parental Authority in Study 3. 
A graphical representation of the regressions is presented in Figure 12. The 
model supported my predictions. As expected, impartiality was a more important factor 
in the parent model than the police model. Although both voice and impartiality 
influenced perceptions of legitimacy, impartiality was by far the stronger predictor of the 
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two. In addition, impartiality was also a strong predictor of cynicism, while voice had no 
effect on participants' cynicism toward the rule. Legitimacy perceptions were also 
associated with a lower intent to break the rule, while cynicism was associated with a 
higher intent, as hypothesized. Sobel tests also indicated that impartiality influenced 
scores on Own-RVB via its effect on impartiality (z = -3.24, p < .01) and cynicism (z = -
3.46,p < .001) indicating that legitimacy and cynicism mediated the relation between 
impartiality and behavioral intention. Alternatively, voice did not influence Own-RVB 
through legitimacy or cynicism. 
Police Scenario. The regression results for the police scenario are presented in 
Table 32. The first regression was significant (F(7, 341) = 7.11 ,p < .001), accounting for 
13% of the variance in Own-RVB. Neither voice (ft = .003, n.s.) nor impartiality (ft--
.06, n.s.) significantly affected the likelihood of participants reporting they would break 
the rule. 
The model predicting legitimacy was significant (F(7, 341) = 11.98, p <  .001) and 
accounted for 20% of the variance in legitimacy scores. Both voice (ft = .24, p < .001) 
and impartiality (ft = .17,/? < .01) significantly affected perceptions of police legitimacy. 
Participants who read scenarios where the police officer gave the actor a chance to 
explain his side of the story rated the police officer as more legitimate than participants 
who read scenarios where the actor was not given that chance. Similarly, when 
participants read scenarios where the police officer behaved impartially, they were also 
more likely to perceive the officer as a legitimate authority than participants who read 
scenarios where the police officer did not behave impartially. 
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Table 32. 
OLS Regressions Testing the Procedural Justice Model of Legal Socialization in the 
Police Scenario in Study 3 using the Baron and Kenny (1986) Method. 
Outcome 
RVB Legitimacy Cynicism RVB 
Predictors (Model 1) (Model 2) (Model 3) (Model 4) 
Actor- Age .08 -.21*** .12* .03 
RVB Sex .05 -.06 .001 .03 
Average Grades .02 -.03 -.15** .01 
SES .12 .02 -.08 .13* 
Social Desirability -.12 .23*** -.20*** -.07 
Voice -.09 .24*** -.11* -.03 
Impartiality -.01 .17** -.03 .03 
Police Legitimacy — - — .28 
Police Cynicism 
— 
-- -- -.04 
F 2.45* 11.98*** 6.58*** 
* + * 
4.37 
df 7, 341 7, 341 7, 341 9, 339 
R2 .05 .20 .12 .10 
Own- Age .16" -.21*** .12* .07 
RVB Sex .10* -.06 .001 .08 
Average Grades -.12* -.03 -.15** -.09+ 
SES .02 .02 -.08 .04 
Social Desirability -.24*** .23*** -.20*** -.12* 
Voice .003 .24*** -.11* .10* 
Impartiality -.06 .17** -.03 .00 
Police Legitimacy ~ — - - -.32 
Police Cynicism - - — - - .23*** 
F 7.11*** 11.98*** 6.58*** 16.62*'* 
df 7, 341 7, 341 7, 341 9, 339 
R2 .13 .20 .12 .31 
f p <  .06; ' p  < .05; " p  <  .01; ***/> < .001 
Note: RVB = Rule-violating Behavior; Parameter estimates are standardized 
In terms of predicting cynicism toward the police rule, this regression was 
significant (F(7, 341) = 6.58, p < .001) and accounted for 12% of the variance in 
cynicism. Impartiality (fi = -.03, n.s.) was not a significant predictor, but voice (/? = -. 11, 
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p < .05) did significantly affect cynicism toward the rule. Participants who read scenarios 
where the actor was given a voice rated the authority as more legitimate than participants 
who read scenarios where the actor was not given a voice. 
The last model included the control variables, impartiality, voice, and both police 
legitimacy and police cynicism as predictors. This regression was significant (F(7, 341) 
= 16.62 ,p< .001), accounting for 31% of the variance in behavioral intention. Voice (fi 
= •10 ,p< .05) was a positive predictor. Similar to the parent model, both police 
legitimacy {fi = -.32, p < .001) and police cynicism (fi = .23 ,p< .001) were significantly 
associated with Own-RVB. The more participants perceived the police officer as a 
legitimate authority figure, the less likely they were to report that they would violate the 
rule in the police scenario. Conversely, higher cynicism toward the police rule was 
associated with a greater likelihood of participants reporting that they would violate the 
rule. 
A graphical representation of the regressions testing the procedural justice model 
of legal socialization in the police scenario is presented in Figure 13. The results from 
the police scenario supported my predictions. As hypothesized voice was a more 
important factor than impartiality. Voice was a stronger predictor of police legitimacy 
than impartiality and also significantly affected participants' cynicism toward the rule, 
while impartiality had no effect on cynicism. Similar to the parent scenario, perceiving 
the police officer of a legitimate authority was associated with a lower intent to break the 
rule, while being cynical about the police officer's rule was associated with a higher 
intent. Sobel tests showed that impartiality influenced participants' responses to Own-
RVB through its effect on legitimacy (z = -2.92, p < .01), but not through cynicism. 
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Voice, on the other hand, affected Own-RVB via its influence on both legitimacy (z = -
















*p< .05; **p < .01; ***p< .001 
Note - Parameter estimates are taken from analyses that included control variables. 
Controls were withheld from the figure to ease presentation. Estimates are standardized. 
Dotted lines indicate non significant paths. 
Figure 13. Baron and Kenny (1986) Test of the Procedural Justice Model of Legal 
Socialization using Own-RVB within Police Authority in Study 3. 
Teacher Scenario. The regression results for the teacher scenario are presented in 
Table 33. In terms of Model 1, the regression was significant (F(7, 341) = 10.00,/? < 
.001) and accounted for 17% of the variance in Own-RVB. Both voice ( f i  =  - A 0 , p <  .05) 
and impartiality (/? = -.22, p < .001) negatively affected Own-RVB. If participants read a 
scenario where the actor was given a voice, they were less likely to report that they would 
violate the rule. Likewise, when participants read a scenario where the teacher behaved 
impartially, they were more likely report intent to violate the rule. 
141 
The second model, predicting perceptions of teacher legitimacy, was significant 
(F(7, 341) = 16.00,/? < .001), accounting for 25% of the variability in the legitimacy 
scores. Voice (/?= .20,p < .001) and impartiality {fi- .37,p< .001) showed significant 
positive effects on legitimacy. Participants who read scenarios where the actor was given 
a voice or where the authority behaved impartially perceived the teacher as a more 
legitimate authority figure than participants who read scenarios where the actor was not 
given a voice or where the authority did not behave impartially. 
The regression predicting cynicism toward the teacher's rule was significant as 
well (F(7, 341) = 13.42,p < .001) and accounted for 22% of the variance in cynicism 
scores. Similar to the regression predicting legitimacy, voice (Ji = -.1 \,p < .05) and 
impartiality (J3 = -.33, p < .001) significantly affected cynicism, but in a negative 
direction. When participants read a scenario where the teacher gave the actor a voice, 
they were less cynical about the teacher's rule than participants who read a scenario 
where the teacher did not give the actor a voice. A similar effect emerged for voice in 
that participants who read scenarios where the teacher behaved impartially were less 
cynical about the rule than participants who read a scenario where the teacher did not 
behave in an impartial manner. 
The final regression was significant (F(9, 339) = 20.66, p < .001), accounting for 
35% of the variance in Own-RVB. Voice (/? = -.01, n.s.) and impartiality (fi = -.02, n.s.) 
were no longer significant predictors of Own-RVB once legitimacy and cynicism were 
included as predictors. However, both teacher legitimacy (/? = -.37, p < .001) and 
cynicism (/? = 20, p < .001) were significant negative and positive predictors 
respectively. The more participants perceived the teacher as a legitimate authority, the 
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less likely they were to report intent to violate the teacher's rule. Alternatively, the more 
cynical participants were about the teacher's rule, the more likely they were to report that 
they would violate the rule if they were in the same situation. 
Table 33. 
OLS Regressions Testing the Procedural Justice Model of Legal Socialization in the 
Teacher Scenario in Study 3 using the Baron and Kenny (1986) Method. 
Outcome 
RVB Legitimacy Cynicism RVB 
Predictors (Model 1) (Model 2) (Model 3) (Model 4) 
Actor- Age -.08 .07 -.12* -.05 
RVB Sex -.01 -.09 .03 -.03 
Average Grades .01 .09 -.19*** .04 
SES -.02 .12* -.11* .02 
Social Desirability -.07 .13** -.11* -.03 
Voice -,10+ .20*** -.11* -.04 
Impartiality -.14* .37*** -.33*** -.01 
Teacher Legitimacy 
— — — 
^ *** 
-.33 
Teacher Cynicism - - - - — .01 
F 2.07* 16.00*** 13.42*** 5.45*** 
df 7, 341 7, 341 7, 341 9, 339 
R2 .04 .25 .22 .13 
Own- Age -.02 .07 -.12* .03 
RVB Sex .08 -.09 .03 .05 
Average Grades -.16** .09 -.19*** -.09+ 
SES -.15** .12* -.11* -.08 
Social Desirability -.14** .13** -.11* -.07 
Voice -.10* .20*** -.11* -.01 
Impartiality -.22*** .37*** -.33*** -.02 




Teacher Cynicism — -- — .20*** 
F 10.00*** 16.00*** 13.42*** 20.66*** 
df 7, 341 7, 341 7, 341 9, 339 
R2 .17 .25 .22 .35 
f p < .06; *p < .05; ** p < .01; ***p < .001 
















'  p  <  .05; * * p < .  01; 001 
Note - Parameter estimates are taken from analyses that included control variables. 
Controls were withheld from the figure to ease presentation. Estimates are standardized. 
Dotted lines indicate non significant paths. 
Figure 14. Baron and Kenny (1986) Test of the Procedural Justice Model of Legal 
Socialization using Own-RVB within Teacher Authority in Study 3. 
A graphical representation of the regressions discussed above is presented in 
Figure 14. The results from the teacher scenario supported my hypotheses. As predicted, 
impartiality was a more important factor than voice. While both impartiality and voice 
had a positive effect on legitimacy and a negative effect on cynicism toward the rule, the 
effect of impartiality was stronger than the effect of voice for both legitimacy and 
cynicism. Consistent with the other two authority types, perceiving the teacher as a 
legitimate authority was associated with a lower likelihood to violate the rule, while 
being cynical about the rule was associated with a higher likelihood to report intent to 
break the rule. Sobel tests showed that impartiality affected participants' responses to the 
Own-RVB question through its effect on both perceptions of legitimacy (z = -5.03, p < 
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.001) and cynicism toward the rule (z = -3.22, p < .01). Likewise, voice also affected 
responses on Own-RVB via its influence on legitimacy (z = -3.53, p < .001) and cynicism 
( z  =  - l . 9 6 p < . 0 5 ) .  
Discussion 
The results from Study 3 showed support for the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005). This 
model of legal socialization is founded on the relation between authorities' use of fair 
procedures and the subsequent influence they have on how individuals perceive those 
authorities' and their rules. In the present study, both voice and impartiality (two 
subcomponents of procedural justice) caused changes in the perception of authority 
legitimacy and cynicism toward an authority's rule. In general, when the actor in the 
scenarios was given a voice by the authority, participants rated that authority as more 
legitimate and were less cynical about the authority's rule than when the actor was not 
given a voice. Similarly, when the authority in the scenario made his decision in an 
impartial manner, participants perceived the authority as more legitimate and were also 
less cynical about the rule than when the authority did not behave impartially. These 
findings not only replicated the findings from Study 2, but also supported past research 
showing that procedural justice positively affected legitimacy and negatively affected 
cynicism (e.g., Sherman, 1993; Tyler et al., 1997). 
The basis of the procedural justice model of legal socialization is that perceived 
legitimacy of authorities and cynicism toward rules are important variables that influence 
the legal socialization process (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et 
al., 2007). The present results strongly supported their argument as well. Regardless of 
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the measure of behavioral intention used, perceptions of legitimacy were negatively 
associated with the intention to violate the rule. These findings emerged in both the 
bivariate correlations and in the regression analysis, while accounting for a variety of 
control variables. Moreover, in most cases, perceptions of legitimacy were the strongest 
predictor of behavioral intention to violate a rule. The findings concerning legitimacy 
supported past legal (Tyler, 2006a), educational (Gregory & Ripski, 2008), and 
developmental (Darling et al., 2008) research showing that legitimacy is an important 
predictor of rule-violating behavior. 
In terms of cynicism, the present findings were not as consistent as the legitimacy 
results. Zero order correlations indicated that cynicism toward the rule in each scenario 
was negatively correlated with both measures of behavioral intention. However, the 
regression results showed that cynicism did not predict behavioral intention (across all 
three scenario types) when participants were asked about the likelihood of the actor 
violating the rule. Conversely, cynicism was a strong predictor in all scenarios when 
participants were asked what the likelihood was that they would violate the rule if they 
were in the same situation as the actor. This discrepancy was most likely due to the way 
cynicism was measured in the three scenarios. The cynicism measures (see Appendix E) 
used in the present study primarily assessed participants' own cynicism toward the rule, 
rather than how cynical they believed the actor should be in the scenario. From this 
perspective, it makes sense then that cynicism did not predict whether participants 
thought the actor would violate the rule, but did predict whether participants thought they 
would violate the rule if they were in the same situation. The cynicism measures were 
focused more on their beliefs rather than on the actor's beliefs. 
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The present results also support the mediational paths predicted by the procedural 
justice model of legal socialization as well. In the parent scenario, impartiality affected 
behavioral intention through its influence on both legitimacy and cynicism. In the police 
scenario, both voice and impartiality affected behavioral intention via their associations 
with legitimacy. Voice also influenced the intention to violate the police rule because of 
its effect on cynicism. In the teacher scenario, both voice and impartiality affected the 
intention to violate the rule by influencing perceptions of legitimacy and cynicism toward 
the teacher rule. Across all the scenarios, the teacher scenario provided the strongest 
support for the procedural justice model of legal socialization. In this scenario, voice and 
impartiality had significant direct effects on the degree to which participants reported 
they would violate the rule, effects that were later eliminated once legitimacy and 
cynicism were included as predictors. 
Study 3 also provided additional support that the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization could be applied to non-legal entities as well. Support for the model was 
found across all three authority figures, replicating past research showing that parents 
(e.g., Darling & Steinberg, 1993) and teachers (e.g., Smetana & Bitz, 1996) are important 
socializing agents in addition to police officers (e.g., Tapp, 1976). Similar to the 
previous studies, Study 3 emphasized that the legal socialization process occurs as a 
result of interactions with authority figures from both legal and non-legal areas (Levine & 
Tapp, 1977). In addition, the results from Study 3 indicated that the procedural justice 
model of legal socialization functioned differently depending on the authority being 
examined. For authorities where individuals will have long term contact (i.e., parents and 
teachers), impartiality is a more important factor than voice. In both the parent and 
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teacher scenarios, impartiality had more pronounced effects on legitimacy and cynicism 
than voice as shown in the bivariate correlations and regression analyses. Alternatively, 
for authorities where individuals only had limited short-term contact (e.g., police 
officers), voice was the more important factor instead of impartiality. In the police 
scenario, voice had stronger effects on both legitimacy and cynicism as shown in the 
correlations and regression analyses. Taken together, these findings supported past 
research showing that impartiality was more important in situations where people were 
motivated to establish and maintain long term bonds with authority figures (e.g., Tyler, 
1994) and that voice was more important in situations where people only had a single 




The current dissertation tested and expanded the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization (see Figure 1; Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 
2005). This model is based on the assumption that individuals' interactions with 
authority figures drive the development of their understanding of rules in society and the 
social institutions that create and enforce rules. The model predicts that when authorities 
behave in a procedurally just manner, individuals are more likely to perceive them as 
legitimate authorities and be less cynical about the rules that they establish and/or create. 
In turn, when authorities are perceived as legitimate and individuals are not cynical about 
rules, they are less likely to engage in rule-violating behavior. In other words, 
perceptions of authority legitimacy and cynicism toward rules mediate the relation 
between procedural justice and engaging in rule-violating behavior. 
This dissertation examined the procedural justice model of legal socialization 
(Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) with a multi-
methodological approach in three independent studies using correlational (Study 1) and 
experimental (Studies 2 and 3) methods. Study 1 showed support for the procedural 
justice model across three different authority figures (i.e., parents, police, and teachers) in 
a community sample of adolescents and young adults. Regardless of what authority 
figure was examined, the more participants believed parents, police, and teachers 
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behaved in a procedurally fair manner, the more likely they were to perceive those 
authorities as legitimate. In addition, the more participants believed the authorities were 
procedurally fair, the less they reported being cynical about laws and the social norms 
that give rise to laws. Both legitimacy (across authorities) and legal cynicism were 
associated with rule-violating behavior. The more participants perceived authorities as 
legitimate and the less cynical they were, the less likely they were to report engaging in 
rule-violating behavior. Finally, structural equation modeling indicated that both 
legitimacy and cynicism mediated the relation between procedural justice and rule-
violation regardless of what authority was examined. Moreover, the results from Study 1 
showed that procedural justice influenced rule-violation specifically through legal 
cynicism and not social cynicism because social cynicism did not predict rule-violation in 
any of the models tested. 
Unlike Study 1, Studies 2 and 3 used experimental methods to test the procedural 
justice model of legal socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; 
Piquero et al., 2005) in terms of three different authority figures: a parent, a police 
officer, and a teacher. Following previous research (Cohn et al., 2000), two important 
procedural justice factors, voice and impartiality, were manipulated using the factorial 
survey approach (Rossi & Nock, 1982). These procedures allowed for an alternative test 
of the procedural justice model of legal socialization and examined how procedural 
justice actually caused individuals to perceive authorities as legitimate and to be less 
cynical toward the rules. Furthermore, both studies also examined how the perception of 
legitimacy and cynicism toward a rule influenced participants' reports of intent to violate 
a rule featured in each scenario. 
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Results from Study 2 showed support for the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) in a 
sample of undergraduate college students. In general, participants who read scenarios 
where the actor was given a voice or the authority behaved impartially perceived the 
authority as more legitimate and were less cynical than participants who read scenarios 
where the actor was not given a voice or the authority did not behave impartially. In turn, 
higher legitimacy perceptions and lower cynicism was associated with a lower likelihood 
to report an intention to violate the rule in each scenario. Analyses also indicated that 
legitimacy and cynicism mediated between the two procedural justice factors (voice and 
impartiality) and behavioral intention. However, strength of the paths in the models 
presented in Study 2 differed as a function of the authority figure in question as predicted. 
For the parent and teacher scenarios, impartiality was a more important factor than voice 
as it was a stronger predictor of legitimacy and cynicism than voice. For the police 
scenario, the opposite was true with voice being a stronger predictor of legitimacy and 
cynicism than impartiality. 
Study 3 largely replicated the results from Study 2 using similar experimental 
procedures in a community sample of adolescents and young adults. Once again, overall, 
participants who read scenarios where the actor in the scenario was given a voice or the 
authority behaved impartially perceived the authority as less legitimate and were less 
cynical about the rule than participants who read scenarios where the actor was not given 
a voice or the authority did not behave impartially. The more participants perceived the 
authorities as legitimate and the less cynical they were about the rule, the less likely they 
were to report that the rule in each scenario would be violated. It should be noted, that 
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while legitimacy was a consistent negative predictor of intention, cynicism was only 
positively associated with behavioral intention when examining participants' responses to 
whether they would violate the rule, but not when examining whether participants 
thought another person would violate the rule. This discrepancy is discussed further 
below. Finally, legitimacy and cynicism mediated between voice and impartiality and 
behavioral intention overall. However, similar to Study 2, these mediational effects 
functioned differently across the three authority types. For the parent and teacher 
scenario, impartiality was a better predictor of legitimacy and cynicism, while the 
opposite was true for the police scenario (i.e., voice was a better predictor than 
legitimacy). 
Implications 
The studies presented here make a number of theoretical and methodological 
contributions to the understanding of procedural justice, legitimacy of authority, and rule 
cynicism and how these variables influence the legal socialization process. In terms of 
procedural justice, the present dissertation replicates and extends past literature. Previous 
legal research has shown that when legal authorities behaved in a procedurally fair 
manner, individuals were more satisfied (e.g., Tyler & Folger, 1980), and less angry (e.g., 
Piquero et al., 2004), and evaluated them more positively (e.g., Tyler et al., 1985). Most 
importantly in terms of the present research, when legal authorities were procedurally 
fair, they were viewed as more legitimate (e.g., Sunshine & Tyler, 2003) and individuals 
were less cynical about their rules and laws (e.g., Piquero et al., 2005). In Study 1, 
procedural fairness for each authority was associated with higher legitimacy for each 
authority and less cynicism about laws. Studies 2 and 3 showed that voice and 
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impartiality actually caused individuals to perceive authorities as more legitimate and to 
be less cynical about the authorities' rules. 
In addition, the results presented here not only replicated research by legal 
scholars (see Tyler, 2000 for review), but also extended procedural justice research to 
parents and teachers, two authorities that have received relatively little attention within 
this area. In doing so, the current findings provided important contributions to procedural 
justice research. First, they emphasized that procedural justice is important not only for 
legal authorities, but beneficial for non-legal authorities as well. Across all three studies, 
procedural justice was a strong predictor of legitimacy and cynicism, regardless of what 
authority figure was being examined. While a relatively large number of researchers 
examine procedural justice within the business world (see Colquitt et al., 2001) and 
politics (e.g., Gibson, 1989), researchers examining the effects of procedural justice of 
parents and teachers on perceptions of legitimacy, cynicism, and rule-violating behavior 
are sparse. 
Researchers have shown that procedural justice is an important factor for parents, 
despite the lack of research noted above. Fondacaro and colleagues (Fondacro et al., 
1998; Fondacaro et al., 2002) have consistently shown that when parents resolved family 
conflicts in a procedurally fair manner, their children were more likely to support the 
family. Recently, researchers have also shown that resolving family conflicts using fair 
procedures was associated with children engaging in lower amounts of bullying behavior 
(Brubacher, Fondacaro, Brank, Brown, & Miller, 2009). The present dissertation added 
to this literature by showing that parents' use of fair procedures influences their 
children's engagement in other types of rule-violating behavior as well. For example, 
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Study 1 showed that parental procedural justice (via its effects on legitimacy and legal 
cynicism) influenced engagement in delinquent behaviors, such as substance use and 
property offenses. 
Past researchers also argue that procedural justice is important within the 
classroom (e.g., Chory & McCroskey, 1999). Both teachers (Horan & Scott, 2009) and 
students (Chory, 2007) are acutely aware of whether instructors behave in a procedurally 
fair manner. Moreover, teachers' use of procedurally fair behavior both within the 
classroom and within individual interactions with students is linked to a variety of 
positive outcomes, including increased motivation, increased affective learning, and 
decreased aggression (Chory-Assad, 2002; Chory-Assad & Paulsel, 2004). For example, 
Gregory and Ripski (2008) found that when teachers used a relational approach (a 
construct similar to procedural justice), students were less likely to engage in disruptive 
behavior, an effect that was mediated by how much students trusted the teacher. The 
present dissertation replicated these findings in showing that legitimacy (which is largely 
based on trust) mediated the relation between procedural justice and rule-violating 
behavior. In addition, it also showed that procedural justice did not only influence 
behavior within the classroom (Study 2 and Study 3), but also affected individuals' 
engagement in rule-violating behavior outside of the classroom as well (Study 1). This 
affect occurred via procedural justice's influence on legitimacy and how cynical 
individuals were toward rules and laws in general (Study 1) and toward specific rules 
created by the teacher (Study 2 and Study 3). 
The studies in this dissertation also showed that procedural justice was not a 
unitary concept, but rather a multifaceted construct with multiple components (see Tyler, 
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2000 for review). More importantly, the results indicated that different components of 
procedural justice were more or less important depending on the authority being 
examined. According to the group-value model of procedural justice (Lind & Tyler 
1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992; Tyler, 1994), when individuals expect to form and maintain 
long-term bonds with an authority figure, they value impartial behavior more than having 
a voice. Given that adolescents usually have continued contact with their parents and 
teachers, they should be particularly sensitive to whether these authority figures are 
behaving impartially. As discussed previously, in both Studies 2 and 3, impartiality was 
a better predictor of legitimacy and cynicism than voice in both the parent and teacher 
scenarios. 
However, according to Thibaut and Walker (1975) and Mashaw (1983), in 
situations where individuals expected only to have a single encounter with the authority 
or were not motivated to establish long-term bonds, they valued having a voice more than 
impartial behavior from the authority. From this perspective, people should be more 
acutely aware of whether they are being given a voice to express their concerns and needs 
when interacting with police officers because these types of interactions tend to be single 
encounters. Studies 2 and 3 supported this argument, as well, showing that voice was a 
better predictor of legitimacy and cynicism than impartiality in the police officer 
scenario. 
The results presented here also expand research examining the beneficial effects 
of legitimacy. Legal (e.g., Tyler, 2006a), educational (e.g., Smetana & Bitz, 1996), and 
developmental scholars (e.g., Darling et al., 2008) demonstrated that legitimacy was an 
important attribute for an authority to possess. For example, Sunshine and Tyler (2003) 
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showed that individuals were more supportive of police and were more likely to follow 
police directives when they perceived police officers as legitimate authorities. Similarly, 
Trinkner and colleagues (2012) found that when adolescents perceived their parents as 
legitimate authority figures, they engaged in fewer delinquent behaviors over time. In 
terms of teachers, research by Smetana and Bitz (1996) indicated that perceived teacher 
legitimacy was associated with decreased rule-violation. The present results replicated 
this previous work as higher legitimacy negatively influenced legitimacy in all three 
studies across all authority figures. In addition, legal, educational, and developmental 
researchers have largely ignored findings from the other fields. This is the first 
examination of parent, police, and teacher legitimacy using the same measures within a 
single study. Given the consistent findings that legitimacy was important for all three 
authorities, the present results suggested that examining authorities from a variety of 
areas would be beneficial in applying findings from one field to another. 
The current dissertation also adds to the relatively sparse research examining the 
role of cynicism toward laws and rules. Primarily, cynicism has been investigated within 
the legal world in terms of rule-violating behavior. For example, Kirk and Papachristos 
(2011) found that high rates of homicide within some Chicago neighborhoods were 
predicted by high levels of legal cynicism within those neighborhoods. On an individual 
level, Fagan and Tyler (2005) found that adolescents who were more cynical about the 
legal system were more likely to report engaging in rule-violating behavior. However, 
these findings have not been applied to cynicism about parent's or teacher's rules. The 
studies in the present paper largely replicated the research from legal scholars (e.g., 
Piquero et al., 2005; Sampson & Bartusch, 1998) by showing that greater cynicism about 
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laws and legal institutions was associated with lower engagement in rule-violating 
behavior. More importantly, Studies 2 and 3 extend this past research to rules established 
and maintained by non-legal authorities, such as parents and police. Although the results 
concerning cynicism were not as consistent as those concerning legitimacy perceptions, 
they did indicate that cynicism about a parent's or teacher's rule influenced the likelihood 
of individual to violate a rule. 
Legal Socialization 
In terms of legal socialization, the current dissertation further validates the 
procedural justice model of legal socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 
2005; Piquero et al., 2005) that emphasizes the role of interactions between individuals 
and authorities present in their everyday lives, rather than cognitive developmental 
factors as traditional models have done (e.g., Cohn et al., 2010). Across all three studies, 
participants who believed authorities were procedurally fair were less likely to either 
engage in rule-violating behavior (Study 1) or intend to violate a rule (Study 2 & Study 3) 
than participants who believed authorities were procedurally unfair because they 
perceived those authorities as more legitimate and were less cynical about their rules or 
laws. These results showed that authority figures are an important aspect of the legal 
socialization process that must be taken into account by researchers. 
When individuals develop their understanding of rules, the interactions they have 
with the individuals that create and/or enforce those rules matter in shaping that 
understanding. Legal socialization is not due solely to developmental changes happening 
within the individual nor is it solely dependent on the complexity of the individual's 
reasoning abilities. Instead, it emerges as a function of development, cognition, and the 
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situation (Tapp, 1976). To understand any human behavior, one must focus on the 
individual person, the environment in which that person lives, and how the individual and 
environment interact with each other (Funder, 2006). By focusing on the situational 
context of the legal socialization process (in terms of the relations between individuals 
and authorities), the present dissertation provides a more expansive understanding of the 
legal socialization experience. 
Furthermore, there has been little understanding of how individuals use judgments 
about procedural justice, legitimacy, and cynicism when making specific decisions to 
obey or break the rules because the procedural justice model of legal socialization has 
only been examined using global measures of these constructs. This problem was 
addressed in Study 2 and Study 3. In both studies, procedures were used where 
participants were given specific situations and asked to make a decision about the degree 
to which a rule should be violated. Results from both studies indicated that information 
about procedurally fair treatment that individuals gathered from specific interactions with 
authorities influenced their decisions about how they would behave in that particular 
situation. These results suggest that individuals' decisions to violate rules are not based 
solely on their overall beliefs concerning authority figures, but are also dependent on how 
they interact with authorities in any given situation. 
The current dissertation also expands the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) to non-
legal authorities. The results consistently supported the procedural justice model with 
non-legal authorities like parents and teachers by showing that developing one's 
understanding of rules was an extensive process that occurred throughout an individual's 
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daily experiences, not just experiences with legal authorities and the criminal justice 
system. This supported Tapp and Levine's (1974, 1976, 1977) argument that interactions 
with non-legal authorities are a vital component of the legal socialization process. This 
ubiquitous nature of legal socialization that was a cornerstone of early theory has, to 
some extent, been lost in more recent research, thereby limiting researchers' 
understanding of legal socialization. By examining how the model functions in terms of 
parents and teachers (in addition to police officers), the current dissertation shows that 
legal socialization is more pervasive and far reaching and not solely limited to 
individuals' experiences with the legal system. The results discussed here show the 
utility of embracing a more expansive and comprehensive perspective in future work, 
which will help build a more nuanced and sophisticated understanding of the legal 
socialization process as the present results are integrated into already established legal 
socialization theory (e.g., Cohn et al., 2010). 
The current dissertation shows the benefits of using a multi-method approach 
when investigating the legal socialization process. As first argued by Campbell and Fiske 
(1959), if two constructs are truly related in the real-world as a theory might suggest, then 
researchers should be able use different methods and consistently find a relation between 
the two constructs. Such "methodological triangulation" (p. 101) not only provides 
validity for the constructs one is investigating, but also provides evidence of a robust 
relation. As discussed previously, the procedural justice model of legal socialization 
(Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) has only been 
validated using correlational methods. Study 1 used correlational methods to replicate 
the model for police authority, but also expanded the model to parent and teacher 
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authority. Study 2 and Study 3 provided the first experimental tests of the model. In 
doing so, they not only replicated the results from Study 1, but also extended those 
findings by showing that the model functions differently depending on the particular 
authority one is interested in examining. Past legal socialization researchers have utilized 
multi-methodological approaches successfully to create a more robust explanation of the 
legal socialization process (see Cohn & White, 1990). This dissertation continues this 
tradition and shows that the procedural justice model of legal socialization is both robust 
and captures an additional piece of the legal socialization process. 
Finally, the present dissertation was the first to examine the procedural justice 
model of legal socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 
2005) in a specific situation. As discussed previously, the model has only been examined 
using global measures of procedural justice, legitimacy, cynicism, and rule-violation. As 
a result, there has been little understanding of how adolescents use these judgments and 
perceptions when making specific decisions to obey or break rules. In Study 2 and Study 
3, participants were asked to make judgments about legitimacy, cynicism, and the intent 
to violate a rule based on information about a single interaction between an authority and 
an individual. The results across both studies showed that participants used that 
information in deciding whether the rule would be obeyed or broken. These results 
extended the understanding of how a single interaction with an authority influenced 
individuals' perceptions and reactions to an authority. Moreover, they showed that the 
procedural justice model of legal socialization does not just explain legal socialization 
and rule-violation on a macro level, but also can applied when examining a specific 
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instance of rule-violating behavior stemming from a single interaction between an 
authority figure and an individual. 
Application 
Community members, scientists, and politicians have long sought ways to reduce 
or eliminate rule-violating behavior, especially among younger populations. Although 
the present dissertation was not focused on identifying or evaluating prevention 
strategies, the findings suggest a number of ways the present results could potentially be 
applied to public policy and future interventions. First, as established by a large amount 
of previous research (see Howell, 2003 for review), authority figures are an important 
part of any attempt at eliminating or reducing rule-violating behavior. Many prevention 
strategies are based on improving relations between individuals and authority figures. 
For example, a primary component of the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.) 
program is to build positive relationships between adolescents and authority figures (e.g., 
police officers and teachers) in the community (www.dare-america-org). Researchers 
have suggested that D.A.R.E. can be effective in this regard (Birkeland, Murphy-graham, 
Weiss, 2005). However, it should be noted that the majority of the evidence indicates 
D.A.R.E. has no effect on actual substance use behavior (Ennett, Tobler, Ringwalt, & 
Flewelling, 1994), despite the positive effect on authority relationships. 
The present results suggest focusing on the way authority figures interact with 
individuals can influence whether individuals' break or follow rules. Across all three 
studies, when authorities behaved in a procedurally fair manner, individuals were more 
likely to view them as legitimate and be less cynical about rules, which influenced rule-
violation in turn. More specifically, the present findings suggest that procedural justice-
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based interventions may be particularly effective, as procedural justice is a vital 
component within the individual-authority relationship (see Tyler, 2000). To my 
knowledge, there are no current intervention or prevention strategies that focus on 
procedural justice. This is unfortunate given the plethora of research showing the 
beneficial effects of procedural justice. 
However, there are ways to incorporate procedural justice into future 
interventions. For example, authority figures in the community (e.g., parents, teachers, 
police officers) could be trained to recognize when they are behaving in a procedurally 
unjust manner and to subsequently change that behavior. Alternatively, one could work 
with these authorities to develop strategies to better enforce rules through procedurally 
fair means. In regards to the current dissertation, any training should especially 
emphasize how individuals are more or less sensitive to different components of 
procedural justice depending on the authority that is enforcing the rules. On the other 
hand, strategies could be developed that attempt to make procedurally fair behavior on 
the part of authorities more salient to individuals, particularly adolescents. This type of 
strategy would shift the focus on changing perceptions of authority behavior, rather than 
changing the behavior itself. 
At a more global level, this dissertation emphasizes that any public policy 
initiated to prevent or intervene in rule-violating behavior should focus on multiple 
spheres of individuals' lives rather than a single sphere. Until recently, many 
intervention strategies have tended to focus on a single sphere, such as strengthening the 
family unit or changing the climate within a school (Howell, 2003). However, it is 
becoming increasingly clear that rule-violating behavior is not the result of a single 
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sphere of an individual's life (Mulvey et al., 2011). Rather, there is a dynamic relation 
between the individual, the family, and the community (e.g., school, religious institutions, 
legal system) that collectively influence the decision to either engage or not engage in 
rule-violating behavior. 
This understanding has increasingly led to calls for a more comprehensive 
approach in developing intervention and prevention programs that are designed based on 
evidence from multiple fields of research (Howell, 2003). Such programs would use 
evidence-based best practices to develop strategies where the entire community is 
involved in the reduction of rule-violating behavior, rather than any single sphere. The 
present dissertation supports such a view. Across all three studies, results consistently 
showed that engaging in rule-violating behavior is not just dependent on an authority 
from a single sphere, but rather is influenced by interactions with parents, teachers, and 
police officers. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
While the present dissertation does address a number of gaps in past research on 
the procedural justice model of legal socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & 
Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005), it suffers from its own methodological and theoretical 
limitations. First, although this dissertation used multiple methods to test the model, 
these methods were not exhaustive. For example, future work should replicate the 
findings from Study 1 using longitudinal methods. This type of methodology has been 
used by Piquero et al. (2005) and Fagan and Piquero (2007); however, these studies used 
a sample of adjudicated adolescents, calling the generalizability of their findings into 
question. Fagan and Tyler (2005) did use a community sample of adolescents, but as is 
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the case here, they had only cross-sectional data. In this respect, longitudinal studies of 
non-adjudicated adolescents are needed to show that the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization applies to individuals both within and outside the criminal justice system. 
Additionally, future research should also use qualitative methods to examine the relations 
between procedural justice, legitimacy, cynicism, and rule-violating behavior. While a 
few qualitative researchers have assessed the effects of procedural justice (e.g., Carr et 
al., 2007), use of this methodology is relatively rare. Using qualitative data to test the 
procedural justice model in future research will not only offer an additional method to 
validate the model, but will also provide a richer understanding of environmental 
influences on an individual level. 
Second, Study 2 and Study 3 investigated how the procedural justice model of 
legal socialization functions within situations involving a specific rule. Although the 
findings from these studies supported such an examination, they both operationalized the 
situation in terms of a particular rule that varied across each of the three scenarios. This 
makes generalizability problematic as it is unclear if the findings from these experiments 
are due to the relations between procedural justice, legitimacy, and cynicism or are 
simply a function of the specific rule. This is especially problematic within the parent 
scenario. Previous research has shown that there are different types of parental rules 
(Smetana & Daddis, 2002). Adolescents' perceptions of their parents' authority are 
dependent on the types of rules their parents try to enforce (Darling et al., 2007, 2008). It 
is unclear if the procedural justice model functions the same way for each authority 
across all types of rules or whether the type of rule dictates how adolescents will view 
procedural justice, legitimacy, and cynicism. To address this concern, future research 
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should examine multiple types of rules within the same situation involving the same 
authority. Alternatively, future work should also develop scenarios in which the same 
rule is enforced by different types of authority figures. 
Third, in Study 2 and Study 3, voice and impartiality were predicted to have 
differential effects on legitimacy and cynicism as a function of whether participants were 
motivated to maintain or establish short or long term bonds with the authority figure. As 
discussed, past research indicates that the length of contact between an individual and an 
authority figure affects what subfactors of procedural justice individuals are particularly 
sensitive to in any given situation (Cohn et al., 2000; Lind & Tyler, 1988; Mashaw, 1983; 
Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Study 2 and Study 3 operationalized this motivation in terms 
of the type of authority figure being examined with parents and teachers having long term 
contact with an individual and police officers having short term contact. However, this 
operationalization introduced a confound in that it is unclear if the differential effects of 
voice and authority occurred because of the motivation to establish short versus long term 
bonds or because of the specific authority figure. In other words, impartiality might have 
been most important factor in the teacher scenario in Study 2 and Study 3 because 
individuals usually expect to have long term contact with teachers or it might have been 
due to something specific about teachers (regardless of whether one has short or long 
term contact with them). Future research can address this confound by designing 
scenarios in which the authority figure and the rule are not changed, but the motivation to 
establish a short or long term bond is manipulated. For example, one could take the 
teacher scenario used in the present dissertation and manipulate whether the teacher is a 
substitute (short term bond) or the regular teacher (long term bond). 
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Another limitation involves the cynicism measures used in Study 2 and Study 3. 
In Study 3 it was noted that cynicism did not predict whether participants believed the 
actor would violate the rule (i.e., Actor-RVB), despite cynicism being a strong predictor 
of the degree to which participants believed they would violate the rule (i.e., Own-RVB). 
Upon further inspection, the results in Study 2 followed a similar trend, although 
cynicism was a weak predictor of Actor-RVB in the police scenario. As discussed in 
Study 3, this may have been due to the cynicism measures tapping participants' cynicism 
toward the rule, rather than how cynical the participants believed the actor should be 
about the rule. When using experimental scenarios, it is expedient to ensure that the 
measures "stay true" to the events in the scenario. In this regard, the cynicism measures 
should have captured how cynical the actors in the scenarios should have been; however, 
in designing the cynicism measures, attention was primarily focused on ensuring the 
measures were similar to the measure of legal cynicism used by Fagan and colleagues 
(Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005). As a result, the 
cynicism measures did not tap whether the participants believed the actor would be 
cynical about the rule. Unfortunately, the ramifications of this were not realized until 
after the data were analyzed. This makes it unclear if participants believed the 
manipulations of voice and impartiality would have actually influenced the actor's 
cynicism or whether it just influenced their own view of the rule. Future research can 
address this problem by asking individuals to report how cynical they believe the actor 
would be, as well as, how cynical they would be if they were in the same situation 
(similar to the two measures of behavioral intention). 
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In addition, previous work testing the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization primarily utilized samples of adjudicated samples (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; 
Piquero et al., 2005). The present dissertation addressed this concern to some extent by 
using community samples of adolescents and young adults. In finding support for the 
procedural justice model of legal socialization, the present results showed that the model 
could be applied to non-adjudicated individuals as well. However, future research could 
provide a better examination of the generalizability of the procedural justice model by 
utilizing a sample that contains adjudicated and non-adjudicated individuals. While there 
were probably some adjudicated individuals that participated in Study 1 and Study 3 of 
this dissertation, there was no way of identifying those individuals, so there was no way 
of testing whether the procedural justice model operated differently as a function of 
adjudication. 
In addition, the present dissertation utilized samples with a relatively restricted 
age range (16-22 years old). Socialization begins from the moment a child is born 
(Darling & Steinberg, 1993) and continues throughout early childhood both in the home 
and outside of it (e.g., Wentzel, 2002). However, the procedural justice model of legal 
socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) has 
only been tested primarily on early adolescents to young adults. Thus, it is unclear if the 
model applies to individuals outside of this age group. In this regard, future work should 
examine the model within samples of younger children. Similarly, although individuals 
become more autonomous as they because adults, they still have to manage a world with 
authorities (e.g., supervisors) and rules. Future research should examine the legal 
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socialization process in adults as well to better understand how it changes as individuals 
get older. 
Next, as discussed previously, there are multiple components of procedural 
justice. Study 2 and Study 3 focused on two specific components of procedural justice, 
voice and impartiality. However, in his summary of previous theories of procedural 
justice, Tyler (2000) identified two other primary components of procedural justice: the 
respectfulness of interpersonal treatment by the authority (respect) and the extent the 
authorities are believed to be acting with caring motives (benevolence). Future 
researchers should develop experimental procedures in which respect and benevolence 
are manipulated to assess if the effects of these components are dependent on the 
authority figure in question, as was shown in Study 2 and Study 3. Similarly, Study 1 
was limited because it used a general measure of procedural justice that did not 
distinguish between the different components. In this regard, future work should develop 
a general measure that has different subscales tapping each component of procedural 
justice. This scale would allow researchers to replicate the results from Study 2 and 
Study 3 using correlational methodology. 
Finally, the studies presented here focused exclusively on testing the procedural 
justice model of legal socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Fagan & Tyler, 2005; 
Piquero et al., 2005), while ignoring the cognitive developmental factors that past 
research (Cohn et al., 2010; Cohn & White, 1990; Finckenauer, 1995; Grant, 2006; 
Levine & Tapp, 1977; Tapp & Levine, 1974) has shown to also be important in the legal 
socialization process. Although these traditional approaches have limitations of their 
own, they have consistently found that cognitive developmental factors like moral and 
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legal reasoning influence individuals' understanding of rules. Most likely, these 
traditional approaches and the procedural justice model of legal socialization are 
capturing different aspects of the same process. Future legal socialization research 
should examine interactions between authorities and individuals emphasized by the 
alternative model, while simultaneously examining cognitive developmental factors. For 
example, it may be that individuals who are capable of complex moral and legal 
reasoning are more likely to perceive authorities as behaving in a procedurally fair 
manner than individuals who do not have as highly developed reasoning abilities. Such 
an effort may be the future of legal socialization research as it would bring together over 
fifty years of research on how individuals develop their understanding of rules. 
Conclusions 
In conclusion, research examining the legal socialization process provides 
important information in terms of creating intervention strategies for decreasing and 
ultimately eliminating rule-violating behavior. The three studies described here further 
validated the procedural justice model of legal socialization (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; 
Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005) that stressed the importance of interactions 
between authorities and individuals. In doing so, the three studies provided future 
researchers trying to prevent rule-violating behavior with another area to examine in their 
efforts. The present results indicated that such prevention strategies should not just focus 
on a single authority, but rather should take a more expansive approach aimed at 
authorities within the home, the school, and the public. Because rule-violating behavior 
is a highly complex behavior occurring in many forms across a variety of situations with 
many causes that are dynamically related (Mulvey et al., 2010), a more inclusive 
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approach will be better positioned to reduce this problematic behavior. As Mulvey and 
colleagues noted, engagement and prevention of crime and rule-violating behavior is not 
just influenced by experiences within the legal system, but rather is dependent on 
experiences from many different spheres of people's lives. 
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APPENDIX A 
STUDY 1 - MEASURES 
Procedural Justice 
Note: All items measuring procedural justice used the following response scale: 
1 - Strongly Disagree; 2 - Disagree; 3 - Neither Agree or Disagree; 4 - Agree; 
5 - Strongly Agree 
Parents. 
1. Your parents are honest and ethical when dealing with you. 
2. Your parents give you a chance to express your side when you discuss things with 
them. 
3. Your parents consider your views when interacting with you. 
4. Your parents are completely candid and frank when interacting with you. 
5. Your parents show a real interest in being fair when making decisions that affect you. 
6. Your parents make clear what their expectations are for you. 
7. Your parents give you a chance to explain your side when making decisions that affect 
you. 
8. Your parents treat you with kindness and consideration. 
9. Your parents shown concern for your rights as a family member. 
10. Your parents take steps to deal with you in a truthful manner. 
Police. 
1. The police in your neighborhood are honest and ethical when dealing with you. 
2. The police in your neighborhood give you a chance to express your side when you 
discuss things with them. 
3. The police in your community consider your views when interacting with you. 
4. The police are completely candid and frank when interacting with you. 
5. The police in your neighborhood show a real interest in being fair when making 
decisions that affect you. 
6. The police make clear what their expectations are for you. 
7. The police in your neighborhood give you a chance to explain your side when making 
decisions that affect you. 
8. The police in your community treat you with kindness and consideration. 
9. The police show concern for your rights as a member of the community. 
10. The police take steps to deal with you in a truthful manner. 
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Teachers. 
1. Your teachers are honest and ethical when dealing with you. 
2. Your teachers give you a chance to express your side when you discuss things with 
them. 
3. Your teachers consider your views when interacting with you. 
4. Your teachers are completely candid and frank when interacting with you. 
5. Your teachers show a real interest in being fair when making decisions that affect you. 
6. Your teachers make clear what their expectations are for you. 
7. Your teachers give you a chance to explain your side when making decisions that 
affect you. 
8. Your teachers treat you with kindness and consideration. 
9. Your teachers show concern for your rights as a member of the community. 
10. Your teachers take steps to deal with you in a truthful manner. 
Legitimacy 
Note: All items measuring legitimacy used the following response scale: 
1 - Strongly Disagree; 2 - Disagree; 3 - Neither Agree or Disagree; 4 - Agree; 
5 - Strongly Agree 
Parents. 
1. My parents are generally honest. 
2. My parents can be trusted to make decisions that are right for me. 
3. Families work best when people listen to their parents. 
4.1 agree with many of my parents' values. 
5.1 should do what my parents tell me to do even when I disagree with their decisions. 
6. My parents do not protect my interests. 
7.1 should accept the decisions made by my parents even if I think they are wrong. 
8. There are times when it is OK for me to ignore what my parents say. 
9. There are many things about my parents and their rules that need to be changed. 




1. The police in your community are generally honest. 
2.1 agree with many of the values that define what the police stand for. 
3. You should do what the police tell you to do, even when you disagree with their 
decisions. 
4. There are things about the police and its policies that need to be changed. 
5. You should accept the decisions made by police, even if you think they are wrong. 
6. Communities work best when people follow the directives of the police. 
7. The law does not protect my interests. 
8. You should do what the police tell you to do even when you do not like the way they 
treat you. 
9. There are times when it is OK for you to ignore what the police tell you. 
10. The police can be trusted to make decisions that are right for the people in your 
communities. 
Teachers. 
1. My teachers are generally honest. 
2. My teachers can be trusted to make decisions that are right for me. 
3. Classrooms work best when students listen to their teachers. 
4.1 agree with many of my teachers' classroom values. 
5.1 should do what my teachers tell me to do even when 1 disagree with their decisions. 
6. My teachers do not protect my interests. 
7.1 should accept the decisions made by my teachers even if I think they are wrong. 
8. There are times when it is OK for me to ignore what my teachers say. 
9. There are many things about my teachers and their rules that need to be changed. 
10.1 should do what my teachers tell me to do even when I do not like the way they treat 
me. 
Cynicism 
Note: All items measuring cynicism used the following response scale: 
1 - Strongly Disagree; 2 - Disagree; 3 - Neither Agree or Disagree; 4 - Agree; 
5 - Strongly Agree 
Social Cynicism. 
1. Powerful people tend to exploit others. 
2. Power and status make people arrogant. 
3. Kind-hearted people are easily bullied. 
4. It is easier to succeed if one knows how to take shortcuts. 
5. It is rare to see a happy in ending in real life. 
6. Most people hope to be repaid after they help others. 
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Legal Cynicism 
1. Rules were made to be broken. 
2. It's okay to do anything you want as long as you don't hurt anyone. 
3. To make money, there are no right and wrong ways anymore, only easy ways and hard 
ways. 
4. Fighting between friends or within families is nobody else's business. 
5. Nowadays a person has to live pretty much for today and let tomorrow take care of 
itself. 
Negative ATCLS. 
1. Punishment in this country is basically ineffective. 
2. Juries often base their decision on their prejudices instead of the facts. 
3. Defense attorneys are dishonest if it means that can win a case. 
4. Police officers unfairly harass certain groups such as minorities and high school kids. 
5. Lots of police are corrupt and hypocritical. 
6. Judges easily get "bought off' by corrupt politicians. 
7. There are too many laws that impose on personal freedom. 
8. Judges tend to let bias and prejudice affect their decisions. 
9. Prosecuting attorneys are dishonest if it means they can win a case. 
10. A lot of judges make poor decision. 
11. Most defense attorneys are dishonest if it means they can win a case. 
12. Defense attorneys aren't fair to victims because they represent criminals. 
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Rule-violating Behavior 
Note: this scale used an open response format. 
Instructions: In the PAST 6 MONTHS how many times have YOU: 
1. taken something from a store without paying for it? 
2. other than from a store, taken something not belonging to you that was worth LESS 
THAN $50? 
3. other than from a store, taken something not belonging to you that was worth $50 OR 
MORE? 
4. tried to get something by lying to someone about what you would do for him or her 
(tried to con someone)? 
5. taken a vehicle without the owner's permission? 
6. broken into a building or vehicle to steal something or to just look around? 
7. knowingly stole or held stolen goods? 
8. kicked somebody on purpose? 
9. pushed or shoved somebody on purpose? 
10. taken a handgun to a public place (including school)? 
11. participated in gang activities? 
12. intentionally damaged or destroyed property that did not belong to you? 
13. gotten into a physical fight? 
14. hit or seriously threatened to hit someone? 
15. attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting or killing them? 
16. hurt someone badly enough to need bandages or a doctor? 
17. set fire to someone's property on purpose? 
18. used a knife/gun/other object (like a bat) to get something from a person? 
19. committed assault (a violent physical attack)? 
20. used force to get money or things from another person? 
21. smoked cigarettes? 
22. had an alcoholic drink? 
23. used marijuana (pot)? 
24. used other illegal drugs? 





Description of counter balanced Latin-square design for scenario presentation order. 
Scenario Presentation 
First Scenario Second Scenario Third Scenario 
Order 1 Parent Police Teacher 
Order 2 Parent Teacher Police 
Order 3 Police Parent Teacher 
Order 4 Police Teacher Parent 
Order 5 Teacher Police Parent 
Order 6 Teacher Parent Police 
Parent Scenarios 
(Note: Manipulations are italicized) 
Condition A - Voice: Yes. Impartiality: Yes 
Jonathan wants to go to a party an hour away from home with his friend Barry. Lots of 
people at school are planning on being there and Jonathan really wants to go. A couple 
of days before the big event, he asks his father if he can go. His father attentively listens 
to Jonathan explain why he wants to go to the party and why he should be allowed to go. 
After Jonathan is done explaining all of his reasons, his father reminds him about the 
family rule concerning parties out of town. His father never let any of Jonathan's 
brothers and sisters to go to out-of-town parties when they were his age either. He tells 
Jonathan that he is not allowed to go to the party. 
189 
Condition B - Voice: No. Impartiality: Yes 
Jonathan wants to go to a party an hour away from home with his friend Barry. Lots of 
people at school are planning on being there and Jonathan really wants to go. A couple 
of days before the big event, he asks his father if he can go. Jonathan tries to explain to 
his father why he wants to go to the party and why he should be allowed to go, but his 
father will not listen to him. Instead, his father cuts Jonathan off and reminds him about 
the family rule concerning parties out of town. His father never let any of Jonathan's 
brothers and sisters to go to out-of-town parties when they were his age either. He tells 
Jonathan that he is not allowed to go to the party. 
Condition C - Voice: Yes. Impartiality: No 
Jonathan wants to go to a party an hour away from home with his friend Barry. Lots of 
people at school are planning on being there and Jonathan really wants to go. A couple 
of days before the big event, he asks his father if he can go. His father attentively listens 
to Jonathan explain why he wants to go to the party and why he should be allowed to go. 
After Jonathan is done explaining all of his reasons, his father reminds him about the 
family rule concerning parties out of town. Although his father let his brothers and 
sisters go to out-of-town parties all the time when they were Jonathan's age, he tells 
Jonathan that he is not allowed to go to the party. 
Condition D - Voice No. Impartiality: No 
Jonathan wants to go to a party an hour away from home with his friend Barry. Lots of 
people at school are planning on being there and Jonathan really wants to go. A couple 
of days before the big event, he asks his father if he can go. Jonathan tries to explain to 
his father why he wants to go to the party and why he should be allowed to go, but his 
father will not listen to him. Instead, his father cuts Jonathan off and reminds him about 
the family rule concerning parties out of town. Although his father let his brothers and 
sisters go to out-of-town parties all the time when they were Jonathan's age, he tells 
Jonathan that he is not allowed to go to the party. 
Police Scenarios 
Condition A - Voice: Yes. Impartiality: Yes 
Edward is an aspiring guitar player. He wants to play a "gig" at the local park because 
there are always lots of people there and he really wants to get some experience playing 
live shows. A couple of days before he is supposed to play, Edward goes to the local 
police station to request the needed permit. He knows that the city has a rule against 
playing music in the park, which the police always enforce, but he wants to try anyway. 
The police officer at the front desk attentively listens to Edward explain why he wants to 
play in the park rather than at some other venue. After Edward is done explaining all of 
his reasons, the officer reminds him about the city's rule concerning park permits for 
musical activities. He tells Edward that he will not issue him the needed permit. 
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Condition B - Voice: No. Impartiality: Yes 
Edward is an aspiring guitar player. He wants to play a "gig" at the local park because 
there are always lots of people there and he really wants to get some experience playing 
live shows. A couple of days before he is supposed to play, Edward goes to the local 
police station to request the needed permit. He knows that the city has a rule against 
playing music in the park, which the police always enforce, but he wants to try anyway. 
The police officer at the front desk doesn 't even listen to any of Edward's reasons for 
why he wants to play in the park instead of some other venue. Instead, the police officer 
cuts Edward off and reminds him about the city's rule concerning park permits for 
musical activities. He tells Edward that he will not issue him the needed permit. 
Condition C - Voice: Yes. Impartiality: No 
Edward is an aspiring guitar player. He wants to play a "gig" at the local park because 
there are always lots of people there and he really wants to get some experience playing 
live shows. A couple of days before he is supposed to play, Edward goes to the local 
police station to request the needed permit. He knows that the city has a rule against 
playing music in the park. However, his friend from another band was able to get a 
permit because his parents were friends with one of the police officers, so he wants to try 
anyway. The police officer at the front desk attentively listens to Edward explain why he 
wants to play in the park rather than at some other venue. After Edward is done 
explaining all of his reasons, the officer reminds him about the city's rule concerning 
park permits for musical activities. He tells Edward that he will not issue him the needed 
permit. 
Condition D - Voice No. Impartiality: No 
Edward is an aspiring guitar player. He wants to play a "gig" at the local park because 
there are always lots of people there and he really wants to get some experience playing 
live shows. A couple of days before he is supposed to play, Edward goes to the local 
police station to request the needed permit. He knows that the city has a rule against 
playing music in the park. However, his friendfrom another band was able to get a 
permit because his parents were friends with one of the police officers, so he wants to try 
anyway. The police officer at the front desk doesn't even listen to any of Edward's 
reasons for why he wants to play in the park instead of some other venue. Instead, the 
police officer cuts Edward off and reminds him about the city's rule concerning park 




Condition A - Voice: Yes. Impartiality: Yes 
Robert's teacher just assigned his class a large research paper. All the students have to 
work on the project by themselves. However, Robert wants to work with one of his 
friends because both of their papers are on related topics. A couple of days after the 
paper is assigned, Robert goes to his teacher to ask if he and his friend can work together. 
He knows that the teacher has not allowed any other students to work together, but he 
wants to try anyway. Robert's teacher attentively listens to him explain why he wants to 
work with his friend. After Robert is done explaining all of his reasons, the teacher 
reminds him about the rule concerning group work. He tells Robert that he will not allow 
them to work together. 
Condition B - Voice: No. Impartiality: Yes 
Robert's teacher just assigned his class a large research paper. All the students have to 
work on the project by themselves. However, Robert wants to work with one of his 
friends because both of their papers are on related topics. A couple of days after the 
paper is assigned, Robert goes to his teacher to ask if he and his friend can work together. 
He knows that the teacher has not allowed any other students to work together, but he 
wants to try anyway. Robert's teacher doesn 't even listen to any of his reasons for why 
he wants to work with his friend on the project. Instead, he cuts Robert off and reminds 
him about the rule concerning group work. He tells Robert that he will not allow them to 
work together. 
Condition C - Voice: Yes. Impartiality: No 
Robert's teacher just assigned his class a large research paper. All the students have to 
work on the project by themselves. However, Robert wants to work with one of his 
friends because both of their papers are on related topics. A couple of days after the 
paper is assigned, Robert goes to his teacher to ask if he and his friend can work together. 
The teacher has allowed other students in the class to work as a group, so Robert wants 
to see if he and his friend can work together. Robert's teacher attentively listens to him 
explain why he wants to work with his friend. After Robert is done explaining all of his 
reasons, the teacher reminds him about the rule concerning group work. He tells Robert 
that he will not allow them to work together. 
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Condition D - Voice No. Impartiality: No 
Robert's teacher just assigned his class a large research paper. All the students have to 
work on the project by themselves. However, Robert wants to work with one of his 
friends because both of their papers are on related topics. A couple of days after the 
paper is assigned, Robert goes to his teacher to ask if he and his friend can work together, 
The teacher has allowed other students in the class to work as a group, so Robert wants 
to see if he and his friend can work together. Robert's teacher doesn 't even listen to any 
of his reasons for why he wants to work with his friend on the project. Instead, he cuts 
Robert off and reminds him about the rule concerning group work. He tells Robert that 
he will not allow them to work together. 
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APPENDIX C 
STUDY 2 - MEASURES 
Social Desirability Scale-17 
Note: This scale used the following response scale: 
0-False; 1 - True. 
I.1 sometimes litter. 
2.1 always admit my mistakes openly and face the potential negative consequences. 
3. In traffic I am always polite and considerate of others. 
4.1 have tried illegal drugs (for example, marijuana, cocaine, etc.). 
5.1 always accept others' opinions, even when they don't agree with my own. 
6.1 take out my bad moods on others now and then. 
7. There has been an occasion when I took advantage of someone else. 
8. In conversations I always listen attentively and let others finish their sentences. 
9.1 never hesitate to help someone in case of emergency. 
10. When I have made a promise, I keep it - no ifs, ands, or buts. 
II.1 occasionally speak badly of others behind their back. 
12.1 would never live off of other people. 
13.1 always stay friendly and courteous with other people, even when I am stressed out. 
14. During arguments I always stay objective and matter-of-fact. 
15. There has been at least one occasion when I failed to return an item that I borrowed. 
16.1 always eat a healthy diet. 
17. Sometimes I only help because I expect something return. 
Procedural Justice 
Note: All items measuring procedural justice used the following response scale: 
1 - Strongly Disagree; 2 - Disagree; 3 - Neither Agree or Disagree; 4 - Agree; 
5 - Strongly Agree 
Parent Scenario. 
1. The way Jonathan's father came to his decision was fair. 
2. The way Jonathan's father came to his decision was just. 
3. Overall, the way Jonathan's father treated Jonathan in making his decision was fair. 
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Police Scenario. 
1. The way the police officer came to his decision was fair. 
2. The way the police officer came to his decision was just. 
3. Overall, the way the police officer treated Edward in making his decision was fair. 
Teacher Scenario. 
1. The way the teacher came to his decision was fair. 
2. The way the teacher came to his decision was just. 
3. Overall, the way the teacher treated Robert in making his decision was fair. 
Legitimacy 
Note: All items measuring legitimacy used the following response scale: 
1 - Strongly Disagree; 2 - Disagree; 3 - Neither Agree or Disagree; 4 - Agree; 
5 - Strongly Agree 
Parent Scenario. 
1. Jonathan should follow his father's decision in this situation, even if he thinks his 
father is wrong. 
2. Jonathan should feel obligated to obey his father's decision, even if he does not 
understand why his father made that decision. 
3. Jonathan should trust that his father made a decision in this situation that would benefit 
him. 
4. Jonathan should be confident that his father made the right and proper decision in this 
situation. 
5. Jonathan's interests were being protected by his father's decision in this situation. 
6. Jonathan would not be justified in disobeying his father's decision in this situation. 
7. Jonathan should feel obligated to obey his father's decision, even if he doesn't like the 
way he was treated. 
8. Jonathan should follow his father's decision in this situation, even though he may not 
agree with his father. 
9. Jonathan should trust his father after he was treated the way he was. 




1. Edward should follow the police officer's decision in this situation, even if he thinks 
the officer is wrong. 
2. Edward should feel obligated to obey the officer's decision, even if he does not 
understand why the officer made that decision. 
3. Edward should trust that the officer made a decision in this situation that would benefit 
him. 
4. Edward should be confident that the police officer made the right and proper decision 
in this situation. 
5. Edward's interests were being protected by the police officer's decision in this 
situation. 
6. Edward would not be justified in disobeying the police officer's decision in this 
situation. 
7. Edward should feel obligated to obey the police officer's decision, even if he doesn't 
like the way he was treated. 
8. Edward should follow the officer's decision in this situation, even though he may not 
agree with him. 
9. Edward should trust the police officer after treating him like he did. 
10. Edward should feel a duty to obey the city's rule about playing music in the park. 
Teacher Scenario. 
1. Robert should follow his teacher's decision in this situation, even if he thinks his 
teacher is wrong. 
2. Robert should feel obligated to obey the teacher's decision, even if he does not 
understand why his teacher made that decision. 
3. Robert should trust that his teacher made a decision in this situation that would benefit 
him. 
4. Robert should be confident that his teacher made the right and proper decision in this 
situation. 
5. Robert's interests were being protected by his teacher's decision in this situation. 
6. Robert would not be justified in disobeying his teacher's decision in this situation. 
7. Robert should feel obligated to obey his teacher's decision, even if he doesn't like the 
way he was treated. 
8. Robert should follow his teacher's decision in this situation, even though he may not 
agree with him. 
9. Robert should trust his teacher after treating him like he did. 
10. Robert should feel a duty to obey the teacher's rule about working on the paper alone. 
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Cynicism 
Note: All items measuring cynicism used the following response scale: 
1 - Strongly Disagree; 2 - Disagree; 3 - Neither Agree or Disagree; 4 - Agree; 
5 - Strongly Agree 
Parent Scenario. 
1.1 approve of the family rule about attending parties out of town. 
2. The family rule about attending out of town parties is approaching. 
3. The family rule about out of town parties should be enforced. 
4. Jonathan should be punished if he violated the family rule about out of town parties. 
5. The family rule about out of town parties should apply to Jonathan. 
6. The family rule about out of town parties is wrong. 
Police Scenario. 
1.1 approve of the city's rule about playing music in the park. 
2. The city's rule about playing music in the park is appropriate. 
3. The city's rule should be enforced. 
4. Edward should be punished if he violated the city's rule about playing music in the 
park. 
5. The city's rule about playing music in the park should apply to Edward. 
6. The city rule about playing music is wrong. 
Teacher Scenario. 
1.1 approve of the teacher's rule about working on the paper alone. 
2. The teacher's rule about working on the paper alone is appropriate. 
3. The teacher's rule about working on the paper alone should be enforced. 
4. Robert should be punished if he violated the teacher's rule about working on the paper 
alone. 
5. The teacher's rule about working on the paper alone should apply to Robert. 
6. The teacher's rule is wrong. 
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APPENDIX D 
STUDY 2 - CELL SIZE 
Cell size across between subject factors (Voice, Impartiality, Order) 
Presentation Order 
Voice Impartiality 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Yes 16 14 17 16 14 16 
Yes 
No 16 16 15 14 16 16 
Yes 17 17 16 16 16 16 
No 
No 17 17 13 16 13 15 
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APPENDIX E 
STUDY 3 - NEW MEASURES 
Cynicism 
Note: All items measuring cynicism used the following response scale: 
1 - Strongly Disagree; 2 - Disagree; 3 - Neither Agree or Disagree; 4 - Agree; 
5 - Strongly Agree 
Parent Scenario. 
1. The family rule about out-of-town parties was made to be broken. 
2. The family rule overly limits personal freedom. 
3. The family rule was only made to stop Jonathan from having a good time. 
4. The family rule shouldn't even apply to Jonathan. 
5. The family rule is just another way to stop Jonathan from making his own personal 
choices. 
Police Scenario. 
1. The city rule about playing music in the park was made to be broken. 
2. The city rule overly limits personal freedom. 
3. The city rule was only made to stop people like Edward from having a 
4. The city rule shouldn't even apply to Edward. 
5. The city rule is just a way to stop people like Edward from making his 
choices. 
Teacher Scenario. 
1. The teacher's rule about working on the paper alone was made to be broken. 
2. The teacher's rule overly limits personal freedom. 
3. The teacher's rule was only made to stop students like Robert from having a good 
time. 
4. The teacher's rule shouldn't even apply to Robert. 
5. The teacher's rule is just another way to stop students like Robert form making his 





STUDY 3-CELL SIZE 
Cell size across between subject factors (Voice, Impartiality) as a function of cohort and 
sex in Study 3. 
Younger Cohort Older Cohort 
Voice Impartiality Men Women Men Women 
Yes 14 29 16 33 
Yes 
No 11 24 13 38 
Yes 17 24 12 32 
No 
No 15 25 15 31 
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APPENDIX H 
STUDY 3 - SEM FIT INDICES 
As discussed, a number of different models were specified in an attempt to use 
SEM to test the procedural justice model of legal socialization in Study 3. Each type of 
model specified was conducted using both measures of behavioral intention within each 
type of scenario (parent, police, and teacher). Fit indices for each type of model using 
Actor-RVB as the outcome are presented in Table 34. Fit indices for each type of model 
using Own-RVB as the outcome are presented in Table 35. 
The first type of model specified was exactly the same as those used in Study 2. 
This model type included the control variables, voice, and impartiality as exogenous 
predictors. Legitimacy and cynicism were included as latent endogenous mediators and 
behavioral intention was included as the outcome. As can be seen in the table below, the 
fit indices across all scenarios were poor (regardless of the behavioral intention measure). 
At no point did any single fit index approach even marginally good fit. 
The second type of model specified was similar to the first type, except it 
removed all control variables. Given the poor fit indices from the first model type, it was 
thought that removing control variables might remove some noise in the analyses 
resulting from the additional paths that were estimated. Again, as shown in the table, the 
indices for this model type did not improve and were actually worse than the indices from 
Model Type 1 in most cases. 
After the poor performance of the first two types of SEM models, I decided to 
separate the data by cohort and rerun the first model type discussed above. This was 
done to investigate if perhaps the specified models fit the data well for the younger 
cohort, but not the older cohort (or vice versa). If this was true, then it may have been 
that the poor fit that emerged from the first model type was due to poor fitting models for 
one cohort, but not the other. However, in examining the fit indices from the older 
(Model Type 3) and younger (Model Type 4) cohorts, it was clear that this was not the 
case. 
In the fifth type of model, legitimacy and cynicism were included as observed 
variables, rather than latent variables. This decreased the degrees of freedom associated 
with the fit indices. A similar procedure that was used in Study 1 was used here to 
address this problem. Rather than estimating correlations among all of the exogenous 
predictors, the only correlations that were estimated were those that emerged in the 
bivariate relations. However, the results showed especially poorly fitting models. As can 
be seen in the table, Model Type 5 produced the worst fit indices. 
In the final type of model specified (Model Type 6), cynicism was removed from 
all models completely. Except for the removal of cynicism, these models were identical 
201 
to Model Type 1. It was thought that one of the reasons why all of the previous models 
showed poor fit may have been due to the high correlations between legitimacy and 
cynicism across the three scenarios. Thus, if cynicism was removed from the analysis, 
then the fit indices might have improved because there would no longer be the overlap 
between legitimacy and cynicism. Once again though, the specified models did not fit 
the data any better than the previous models. 
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Table 34. 
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Note - All chi-square values are significant at the p < .001 level. RVB = Rule-violating Behavior 
Table 35. 
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Note - All chi-square values are significant at the p < .001 level. RVB = Rule-violating Behavior 
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Departmental Review Committee Exemption Classification Sheet 
Name: _Rld< Tnntaer&.EIteoCotm ! irb#: f) ' l! 
Dept: Psychology 'Reviewer: U 
Stud*: Attitudes & Perceptions of College Students 
Exempt Review 
<f6.101(bXl) Research conducted in established or commonly accepted educational settings, Involving normal 
educational practices, such as: 
(I) research on regular or special educational instructional strategies, or 
(il) research on the effectiveness of or comparison among Instructional techniques, curricula, or 
dassroom management methods. 
46.101(bX2) Research Involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), survey 
procedures, interview procedures or observation of public behavior unless: 
J (I) Information obtained is recorded in such a manner that human subjects can be identified, directly or 
through identifiers linked to the subjects; and 
(II) any disclosure of the human subjects' responses outside the research could reasonably place the 
subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to subjects' Financial standing, emptoyability, or 
reputation. 
46.101(bX3) Research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), survey 
procedures, interview procedures or observation of public behavior that is not exempt under category 
(bX2)if: 
(i) the human subjects are elected or appointed public officials or candidates for public office; or 
(#) federal statutes) require(s) without exception that confidentiality of the personally identifiable 
information will be maintained throughout lite research and thereafter. 
46.101(bX4) Research involving the collection or study of existing data, documents, records, pathological specimens, 
or diagnostic specimens, If these sources are publicly available or if the information is recorded by the 
investigator In such a manner that subjects cannot be identified, directly or through identifiers linked to 
the subjects. 
46. lOl(bXS) Research and demonstration projects which are conducted by or subject to the approval of department or 
agency heads, and which are designed to study, evaluate, or otherwise examine: (i) public benefit or 
service programs; (#) procedures for obtaining benefits or services under those programs; (ill) possible 
changes in or alternatives to those programs or procedures; or (iv) possible changes in methods or levels 
of payment for benefits or services under those programs. 
46.101{bX&) Taste and food quality evaluation and consume- acceptance studies, (i) If wholesome foods without 
additives are consumed or (ii) or If a food Is consumed that contains a food ingredient at or behw the 
level and for a use found to be iafe, or <iyi k.ullui ol chemical or environmental contaminant at or below 
the level found to be safe, by the Food and Drug Administration, or approved by the environmental 
Protection Agency, or the Food Safety and Inspection Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
x -J Protocol Is approved o* presented in th« category chccksd 
Protocol fc approved with the following contingencies/comments (attach sheets if necessary) 
Protocol Is referred to the IRB for Expedited or Full Board review 
Protocol cannot be approved 9s presented (cite reasons on separate sheet) 
PRC Reviewer: - u—— Oa» 
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